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Sample Box of Coca Lozenges, will be sent free on receipt 
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Professional price, carriage paid, 38s. per dozen ; 
20s. half a dozen, 


Pamphlets and certificates on application. 





-ARMBRECHT, NELSON, & CO., 
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CURRENT TOPICS. 
THE CHANCERY registrars in attendance during the Christmas 
Vacation will be Mr. Lzacn up to the 31st of December and 
Mr. Crowes from the 2nd of January. 





Born prvistons of the Court of A rose for the vacation 
on Monday, thus depriving suitors of the benefit of two days’ 
work in each court. All the judges of the Chancery Division, 
without exception, sat up to the last day of the sittings. 





THE APPOINTMENT of Mr. J. V. Austin as judge of the Bristol 
poses on me room of the _ Mr. 4 Q.0., is 
one which is likely to prove very satis . e new judge 
has had an extensive Sali pA the Weatern Circuit pic in 
town, and is in every way well qualified for the rar. We 
hope that an equally capable successor may be found for Mr. 
Mackonocutg, whose death creates a vacancy in the Dorchester 
County Court. 





An orDER was made on the 22nd inst. transferring fifty 
actions from the list of Mr. Justice Romer to Mr. Justice 
Wrieut, who will sit, in Hilary, 1893, as an additional j 
of the Chancery Division. At the time of going to press the 
order was not in print, but we have been able to compile a list 
of these actions, which will be found in another column. The 
order for a further transfer to the Queen’s Bench Division of 
the remainder of the actions marked Q.B. in the books is not 
yet made. 





A corrEsPonpENcE has taken place between the Foreign 
Office and the Spanish Government, through the embassy at 
Madrid, with reference to the procedure to be adeptes 
evidence of Spanish witnesses is to be taken for use by or 
before a court of justice in Great Britain ; and it is arranged 
that such evidence shall be obtained in future by means of 
letters of request, addressed by the British court to the com- 
petent Spanish tribunal, and forwarded and returned through 
the Diplomatic channel. The ice in such a case is 
regulated by R. 8. C., ord. 37, r. 64 (see note to this rule in 
Annual Practice, p. 693). The new arrangement only ean 
Spanish witnesses, and it is to be assumed that where Bri 
witnesses are to be examined in Spain the issue of a commis- 
sion is admissible. At the same time, it may in some 3 


even when the witnesses are British, be more convenient 
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None or our daily contemporaries have been quite correct as 
to the arrangement which has been come to with regard to the 
Crown Office. It has been stated that the Treasury have effected 
a saving of £1,000 a year by the reurganization, which is approxi- 
mately correct, but otherwise the paragraphs in the daily papers 
are somewhat misleading. They state that ‘‘an assistant- 
mastership is to take the place of the two abolished offices of 
Master of the Crown Office and second-class clerk, and that Mr. 
Snort is to have an additional £200 a year granted to him.” 
It was very natural under the circumstances that the inference 

nerally drawn from this statement was that Mr. Suorr had 

appointed to the assistant-mastership at a salary of £800 
@ year, and the expressions of satisfaction at this act of justice 
to Mr. Snort, whose long and valuable services are held in high 
appreciation by the judges and all concerned in Crown Office 
business, were very general. Unfortunately, Mr. Snort (who is 
the author of a well-known book on Crown Office Practice) has 
not been granted even an immediate £200 a year, as stated, but 
only an annual increment of £50 per annum, rising until £800 
& year is reached, and the assistant-mastership has been given 
to the Hon. Girpert Cotermer, son of the Lord Chief Justice, 
who is appointed at £800 per annum, rising to £1,000. 





On A FORMER occasion (35 Soxicrrors’ Journnat, 149, 239) we 
discussed at some length the questions that arise with regard to 
the application of the provisions as to maintenance contained in 
the Conveyancing Act, 1881, s. 43, to gifts of personal property. 
Since those articles were written Re Jeffery, Burt v. Arnold, has 
been reported (1891, 1 Ch. 671), and in Re Burton’s Will (1892, 
2 Oh. 38) Currry, J., has dissented from that part of the judg- 
ment in Re Jeffery which decided that the whole of the income 
went to the grandchild who first attained twenty-one. A recent 
decision of Nortu, J. (Adams v. Adams, reported elsewhere), 
requires consideration. In that case a testator gave his 
residuary real and personal estate on trust for conversion, and 
directed his trustees to stand possessed of one-third part thereof 
on trust in equal shares for all the children of his brother T. 
(who died before the testator) who shou'd survive the testator, 
and, being sons, attain twenty-one, or, being daughters, attain that 
age or marry. No child had yet attained a vested interest, and, on 
an application for maintenance, Norn, J., held that the income 
belonged to the children who ultimately became entitled to the 
capital, and that, as long as all the children were contingently 
entitled, both the income and capital belonged to them contin- 

ently, but that the income belonged to them, not as income, 
ut as part of the residue. He then held, correctly enough, 
that at present the infants were entitled to maintenance, 
reserving the question as to whether this would be the case 
when a child attained a vested interest, having regard to the 
discrepancy between the decisions in Re Jeffery and Re Burton's 
Will. Why does not one of the many lawyers in Parliament 
endeavour to have this question solved by the Legislature ? 





Tue members of Court of Appeal No. 2 appear to have ex- 
hausted themselves on Monday over the lengthy judgments they 
delivered in the NorpEnFrEtrt case, and consequently, like their 
colleagues in Court of Appeal No. 1, who, however, had no such 
excuse, they rose on that day, and so added a couple of days to 
the Christmas Vacation. Upon the whole the decision seems to 
have materially advanced the law relating to general covenants 
in restraint of trade, but the judgments are somewhat in conflict 
as to the extent to which the old distinction between general and 

ial restraint is still in existence. The development of the 
matter hitherto has been very plain. Originally all covenants 
in restraint of trade were held to be against public policy, and 
therefore void. Then a distinction was drawn between general 
and partial restraint. Covenants in general restraint of trade 
were such as extended throughout all England, whether they 
were limited in time or not, and this, apparently, on the ground 
that they could be of no use to the covenantee. “ What,” it 
was said, “does it signify to a tradesman in London what 
another does at Newcastle?’’ Such covenants were wholly void. 
But to covenants in ial restraint a grudging recognition was 


given. The presumption was against their validity (Mitchellv. Rey- 





nolds, 1 Sm. L. C. 430), but they might be supported if it could 
be shewn that they were given for adequate consideration, and 
that they were reasonable. By this last requirement it was meant 
that they must be no more than sufficient for the protection of 
the covenantee, and not so large as to interfere with the interest 
of the public (Horner v. Graves, 7 Bing. 735). In course of 
time they advanced in judicial favour. The presumption against 
them disappeared (Zallis v. Tallis, 1 E. & B. 391), and, provided 
there was a consideration, it was left to the parties to settle 
whether the consideration was adequate (Hitchcock v. Coker, 6 
A. & E. 438). Hence any covenant in partial restraint of trade 
was held to be valid unless the y who impugned it could 
shew that it was unreasonable in the sense above defined. The 
law having got so far, it was natural in the next place to inquire 
whether the rigid distinction between general and partial re- 
straint could really be supported, or whether even covenants in 
general restraint of trade ought not to be judged, like other 
covenants, by the test of reasonableness. In Rousillon v. Rou- 
sillon (28 W. R. 623, 14 Ch. D. 351) Fry, J., adopted the latter 
view, though he seems to have interpreted the test too narrowly, 
and to have considered only whether the covenant was reason- 
ably sufficient for the person to be benefited by it. In Davies v. 
Davies (36 W. R. 86, 36 Ch. D. 359), in the Court of Appeal, 
the same judge, as Lord Justice, expressed a similar opinion, 
while Corron, L.J., adhered to the strict distinction between 
general and partial restraint, the former being in any case bad ; 
the latter depending on the test of reasonableness. The matter, 
however, had not there to be decided, and the doubt thus raised 
was left unsettled. 





An opporrunity of settling it has now arisen in Zhe Maxim- 
Nordenfelt Guns Co. (Limited) v. Nordenfelt, and the Court of 
Appeal have had no little difficulty in dealing with the venerable 
distinctions of the common law. Luinpiey, L.J., speaks of the 
rule approved by Fry, L.J., as representing the present tendency 
of the law, though he calls attention to the point noticed above, 
that stress had been laid too exclusively on the interest of the 
covenanting parties. He corrects this by saying that the interest 
of the public must also be regarded, and as to all covenants, those 
in general restraint, as well as those in partial restraint of 
trade, he would inquire whether they are against public policy. 
Practically, A. L. Surru, L.J., delivered judgment to the same 
effect, though he was satisfied to submit all such covenants to 
the test of reasonableness, not as between the parties merely, 
but having regard also to the public interest, according to the 
definition of the test given in Horner v. Graves (supra). This ap- 
pears to be more satisfactory. Public policy is a very unruly 
horse we are told, and when once you get astride of it you never 
know where it will carry you. Where possible, it is better to 
avoid the phrase, and in the present connection it is quite 
enough to say that the restraint, whether general or partial, 
must be reasonable—that is, it must not be greater than is 
necessary for the protection of the party to be benefited, and 
must not be prejudicial to the public interest. Bows, L.J., on 
the other hand, was much more cautious about disregarding 
the ancient distinction. He treated this as still sound, and 
apparently was only able to concur in the decision by — 
the case in question an exceptiun to the rule against gener 
restraint. ‘The sale of a trade secret, he said, had been treated 
in Leather Cloth Co. v. Lorsont (18 W.R. 572, L. R. 9 Eq. 345) 
as exceptional, and he placed the sale of the goodwill of the 
defendant’s business in the same category. Of course the 
objection at once arises that the admission of exceptions of the 
latter kind destroys the rule, and such we believe to be the real 
outcome of Lord Justice Bowrn’s on as well as of those 
of his colleagues. A good deal of stress was laid on the special 
circumstances of the case, and to a certain extent this renders 
the decision of less value upon the mere point of law, but prac- 
tically it would seem that the question raised in Davies v. Davies 
has now been decided. All restraints of trade are subject to the 
one test of reasonableness, and they are unreasonable if they 
are greater than the interests of the parties require, or if they 
are prejudicial to the public. 





Tux PossEssion of title deeds by the owner of property is in 
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general a guarantee either that he is in a position to execute a 
legal mortgage, or that, at any rate, if there is such a ae 
already in existence, a subsequent equitable mortgagee who 
makes his advance on the faith of the title deeds will acquire 

riority. But there are, of course, exceptions to this rule. 

here the deeds have come out of the possession of a legal 
mortgagee, there may have been on his part no such fraud or 
negligence as will condemn him to be postponed, and indeed it 
seems that mere negligence will not have this effect. A mort- 
gagee, it has been said (Vorthern Counties Insurance Co. v. Whipp, 
26 Ch. D., at p. 493), is not bound to keep title deeds in custody 
as though they were wild beasts, and the negligence must be 
such as to amount to fraud. But in addition to the circumstance 
that the subsequent incumbrancer may not be able to prove tho 
necessary kind of negligence against the person out of whose 
custody the title deeds have been improperly removed, it may be 
that such person’s interest in the mortgage was limited, and 
that his conduct, although it might affect himself, would 
not affect other parties who had properly left the deeds 
under his control. An example of this is afforded by the 
recent case of Re Ingham, Jones v. Ingham (ante, p. 80) before 
Sime, J. In 1879 Inewam executed a legal mortgage of 
certain property, the deeds being handed over to the mortgagee. 
The mortgagee died in 1880, having appointed Ann Pepiey 
and T. W. Peprey his executors. He devised and bequeathed 
all his property to Ann Peptey for life, with remainder to T. W. 
Prprey, and devised and bequeathed to the two as joint 
tenants all estates vested in him as mortgagee. Ann Pepiey 
took possession of the deeds, and gave them up to Inenaw, 
that he might arrange for a transfer of the mortgage. In 
fact, he used them to obtain a further loan from a bank, and, 
depositing them with the bank, he sent back to the executrix 
and tenant for life a parcel in which they were supposed to be, 
but which she omitted to examine. After her death T. W. 
Pepiey discovered the fraud, and claimed to set up his legal 
mortgage against the bank and to obtain delivery of the 
title deeds. This claim Srnec, J., held to be right. 
Whether the conduct of Ann Pepiey was such as to postpone 
her in respect of her beneficial interest or not, it was, at any 
rate, ineffectual to prejudice T. W. Pepiey, who had left the 
title deeds properly in her custody, and who upon her death 
became sole legal mortgagee. 


Havinc recArp to the decisions as to the rights of mineral 
owners after land has been taken by a railway company under 
statutory authority, there appears to be no difficulty in the case 
of The Ruabon Brick and Terracotia Co. v. Great Western Railway 
Co., recently decided by the Court of Appeal. It was settled 
by the House of Lords in Great Western Raitoay Co. v. Bennett 
(L. R. 2 H. L. 27) that the rights left in the mineral owner 
after the railway company have taken the surface are very 
different from those which he would have upon a voluntary 
grant of the land with a reservation of minerals. In the latter 
case, if he sold the land for the purpose of making a railway, 
he would impliedly sell it with all necessary support, both 
subjacent and adjacent, required for the purpose of supporting 
the railway. But a statutory sale is made upon the terms of 
the statute, and these are contained in sections 77 to 79 of the 
Railways Clauses Consolidation Act, 1845. The theory is that 
the land is gold in the first instance as though no minerals 
existed. The company gets the surface, which is all it wants. 
But if after this it turns out that there are minerals, ,and if 
the owner wishes to work them, he is then to be in the 
same position as if he had never sold any part of the 
surface at all (per Lord Cranwortn in Great Western 
Railway Co. v. Bennett)., Thus, by section 79, if, after 
notice to treat, the company do not within the prescribed 
time state their willingness to treat with him, he is at liberty to 
work the mines, ‘‘ so that the same be done in a manner proper 
and necessary for the beneficial working thereof, and according 
to the usual manner of working such mines in the. district 
where the same shall be situate.” And accordingly he is not 
liable to the company if, in the course of such working, the 
railway subsides. Moreover, it has been decided that the 
expression in section 77 of the Act, “mines of coal, ironstone, 





slate, or other minerals,” includes quarries or other modes of 
getting the minerals by surface working. To this effect were 
the judgments of Lords Herscuert and Warsow in Midland 
Railway Co. v. Robinson (38 W. R. 577, 15 App. Cas. 19), though 
Lord Macnacuren dissented, adhering to the opinion he had 
expressed in Provost of Glasgow v. Farte (37 W. R. 627,43 App. 
Cas. 657), that mines involve underground working. If, then, 
the reservation of minerals reserves to the mineral-owners all 
minerals, whether got by underground or by surface working, 
and if the mineral-owners can exercise their statutory rights 
regardless of any damage they may do to the railway, it appears - 
to follow that it is as ie for them to enter and work from 
the surface as to approach the railway from below; and so 
accordingly the Court of Appeal, affirming the judgment of 
Kexewicn, J., decided. 








THE BAR COMMITTEE’S REPORT. 
I 


Tux sub-committee of the Bar Committee ap inted to consider 
the report and resolutions of the Council o Salen have made 
their report with commendable speed, and it has been adopted 
by the Bar Committee. The opening part, dealing with the 
circuit system, does not hold out much encouragement as to the 
value of what follows, but the latter portion is less open to 
objection, and contains several suggestions deserving of atten- 
tion. As to circuits the committee agree, of course, that some 
substantial alteration of the present system is required for the 
better despatch of business both in London and in the country, 
but they append to this the remarkable opinion—stated, how- 
ever, not to be unanimous—that the best course is to discontinue 
entirely the trial of actions in London during the circuits. The 
majority who have succeeded in placing this passage in the 
report are not likely, we imagine, to find me! sympathizers. The 
one thing about which everyone is practically agreed is that the 
trial of actions in London must be continuous, and the t 
virtue of the judges’ scheme is that it keeps more than the 
judges of the Queen’s Bench Division always in town for this 
purpose. The Bar Committee do not seem to be any happier in 
their criticisms of the judges’ circuit papers, so far as these con- 
fine the hearing of civil cases to the more important towns, 
They consider that the scheme in this respect will excite justifi- 
able opposition in the omitted towns, and that each county is 
entitled to have civil assizes within its limits at least once a year. 
To secure this they recur to the plan of grouping certain ad- 
joining counties in pairs proposed in their report of December, 
1886, under which the civil assizes would be held in each of 
the associated counties alternately. It seems, however, to 
be a fundamental error to keep up the county divisions for 
assize purposes when the business to be done does not call 
for ll sittings, and when such business as there is can well be 
taken at a neighbouring town infinitely easier of access than 
county towns were for outlying parts of the county in the days 
when circuits were first devised. In some instances, indeed, the 
roposed assize towns are too remote from certain parts of the 
vistricts they would serve, but to obviate this difficulty speciai 
towns, such as Bodmin and Norwich, have been retained by the 
judges as places for holding civil assizes. In any 
ment that may now be effected, it is more important to arrive 
at a scheme which will really facilitate business and meet the 
convenience of the parties concerned, than to retain assizes in 
the present towns for the purpose of keeping up county dis- 
tinctions. 

As to procedure in the Queen’s Bench Division, the committee 
see, like the rest of the world, that the proposed summons for 
directions comes at too early a stage in the course of the litiga- 
tion to be of any real value, and they point out that its com- 

ulsory use will, in the majority of cases, result in a common 
of order being made for pleadings, preg. dis- 
covery, &c. But they agree with Mr. Justice Cave that direc- 
tions as to the mode of trial may usefully be oe at a later 
stage before the cause is entered for trial. This is similar to, 
but not so extensive as, the resolution passed at the Norwich 
meeting of the Incorporated Law Society. Anat 
application would be made, after the close of the pleadings and 
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before notice of trial, for the settlement of the issues of law and 
fact, and for directions as to the mode of trial. As to pleadings 
the report says nothing expressly, but it appears to contemplate 
their retention. The Incorporated Law Society passed a resolu- 
tion to the like effect. 

With regard to discovery and interrogatories the committee 
advise the abolition of the £5 rule (ord. 31, r. 26), and treat 
discovery as the natural right of every litigant. ‘‘If either 
side,” they say, ‘‘is in possession of any document relevant to 
the case it seems clear that in the interests of justice and economy 
there should be no delay in the disclosure of it to the other side. 
Nothing tends so much to stop unnecessary litigation as the 
earliest ible disclosure of the strength or weakness of a 
case.” sm they would allow the defendant by indorsement 
on his statement of defence, and the plaintiff by indorsement on 
his reply, or either party by notice delivered subsequently, to 
claim the usual affidavit of discovery. Interrogatories, how- 
ever, would be subject to the practice formerly existing, and it 
would be for the judge or master to decide both whether the 
case was one in which interrogatories might properly be ad- 
ministered, and whether the particular interrogatories proposed 
should be allowed. To give the other party a chance of chal- 
lenging any particular interrogatory a copy of those proposed 
would be served with the summons. These suggestions are 
reasonable, and would probably remove the abuses which have 
arisen under the present system, while, at the same time, they 
would afford to litigants the opportunity of knowing how far 
their cases were capable of being supported. 

As to commercial causes, the committee agree with the 
proposed introduction of a commercial court with a separ- 
ate commercial list, but they are of opinion that its usefulness 
would be greatly increased by attaching to it a registrar with 
powers and duties similar to those of the registrar in the Court 
of Admiralty. No reference, we observe, is made to the 
establishment of separate lists generally in the Queen’s Bench 
Division, so as to assign to each judge certain actions for which 
he would be responsible. Probably this is essential to the 
efficient conduct of business, and certainly if such speed is to be 
attained in the hearing of actions as is common in admiralty 
cases. Having regard to the fact that under the proposed 
circuit scheme more than half the judges will always be in 
town, would it not be possible to pair off the judges, and give 
each pair a separate list? Save under urgent necessity, no 
more than one judge of each pair would be sent away on 
circuit at the same time, and the hearing of causes in the list 
would be continuous. Chamber work in connection with the 
list would be taken by one of the judges having charge of it 
either at the beginning or end of the day. The plan would, of 
course, be facilitated by the proposed abolition of divisional 
courts. The remainder of the report, dealing with business in 
the Chancery Division, costs, and appeals, we propose to consider 
next week. 











RECENT DECISIONS ON COUNTY COURT JURISDIC- 
DICTION AND PRACTICE. 
II, 


The important subject of costs recoverable in the High Court 
in actions which might have been commenced in the county 
court has given rise to three decisions which, though perhaps, 
strictly speaking, outside the scope of this article, may, without 
impropriety, be here noticed. In Millington v. Harwood (40 
W. R. 481; 1892, 2 Q. B. 166) the point involved was whether 
section 116 of the County Courts Act, 1888, repeals or supersedes 
R. 8. C., ord. 65, r. 12, so as to entitle a plaintiff, who, in an 
action of contract, brought in the High Court, which might have 
been instituted in the county court, recovers a sum of £50 exactly, 
to costs on the High Court scale. It was, however, held that 
the plaintiff in such a case is entitled to county court costs only, 
unless a judge of the High Court certifies that there was suffi- 
cient reason for bringing the action in that court, or unless the 
High Court, or a judge thereof, shall by order allow costs on 
the High Court scale, or unless the plaintiff has obtained judg- 
ment under order 14. In Cohen v. Foster (66 L. T. 616) it was 
held that a plaintiff who, in an action for damages for wrong- 
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fully detaining goods from him, recovers upwards of £20 is, by 
section 116 of the County Courts Act, 1888, entitled to High 
Court costs, as such an action is not in contract, but ‘‘ founded 
on tort.” This decision, it is to be noticed, acoords with the 
view taken in the previous case of Bryant v. Herbert (26 W. R. 
898, 3 CO. P. D. 389). In St. John’s College, Cambridge v. Pierre- 
point (61 L. J. Q. B. 19) a plaintiff, in an action of trespass, 
where the main issue to be determined was one of title to land, 
but in which an injunction and damages were also claimed, who 
was awarded only forty shillings damages by the jury, was held 
not entitled to costs, though he did also obtain from the judge 
an injunction. This decision is, we submit, wholly unimpeach- 
able, as to have given costs under such circumstances would 
have encouraged persons in every case to claim an in- 
junction in order to obtain costs, irrespective of the amount 
recovered. The two following cases relate to the costs 
recoverable in the county court itself: The first of these to be 
noticed is Wood v. Leetham (61 L. J. Q. B. 215), which well 
exemplifies the principle embodied in section 164 of the County 
Courts Act, 1888, namely, that the practice of the High Court 
is to be followed in the county courts, when there is nothing to 
the contrary, or inconsistent therewith, in the County Court 
Rules. It was there held, that, where the defendant in an 
action in the county court pays money into court with a denial 
of liability, and the plaintiff does not take the money out, but 
goes on with his action and recovers no more than the amount 
paid in, he (the defendant) is entitled to the costs of the action. 
The other case referred to is Harris v. Judge (40 W. R. 461), 
which decides that where an action, commenced in the High 
Court, is remitted to the county court under section 65 of the 
County Courts Act, 1888, all original jurisdiction of the High 
Court over the costs of the action is at an end, and a judge of 
the High Court has, therefore, no power in such an action to 
direct the costs to be taxed upon the High Court scale. This 
decision, we may mention, fully accords with what was laid 
down in previous cases with reference to actions remitted to the 
county court under the old County Courts Act, 1867: see Jloody 
v. Steward (19 W. R. 161, L. R. 6 Ex. 35), Bowles v. Drake 
(30 W. R. 333, 8 Q. B. D. 325). 


Several recent cases concerning the subject of appeals from 
the county court must now be noticed. In all of them the 
question for determination was whether, under certain circum- 
stances, there was any right of appeal. In Zar/ of Shrewsbury 
v. Garfield (60 L. J. Q. B. 765) it was held that no appeal lies 
to the High Court, without leave from a county court, in 
actions for the recovery of tenements, whether the parties 
be landlord and tenant, or otherwise, or whether the title 
to such premises be in question or not, where the yearly rent 
or value of the premises does not exceed £20. In Pole v. 
Bright (40 W. R. 95; 1892, 1 Q. B. 603) it was held that an 
appeal to the High Court lies, under section 120 of the County 
Courts Act, 1888, against an order of a county court judge 
refusing a new trial, while in How v. London and North Western 
Railway Co. (40 W. R. 292; 1892, 1 Q. B. 391) it was decided 
that where a county court judge acts upon the right principle, 
as laid down in Metropolitan Railway Co v. Wright (34 W.R. 
746, 11 App. Cas. 152) in determining whether he will 
grant a new trial upon the ground that the verdict is 
against the weight of the evidence, no appeal lies from his 
decision. The right of appeal in admiralty was involved 
in the case of Zhe Aden (40 W. R. 415; 1892, P. 67), where 
it was held that in an action instituted in a county court 
having admiralty jurisdiction in which the plaintiff claims over 
£50 as damages for breach of an agreement for the use of a ship, 
but recovers only nominal damages, there is an appeal to the 
High Court. How far the absence of notes by a county court 
judge affects the right of a was considered in Cook v. 
Gordon (61 L. J. Q. B. 445). tt was there held that an applica- 
tion to a county court judge at the trial of an action for a note 
on any point of law raised, and of the facts in evidence relating 
thereto, and of his decision thereon, is, under section 120 of the 
County Courts Act, 1880, a condition precedent for any right of 
appeal from such decision being heard, and that the power of 
the High Court, under ord. 59, r. 8, of the Ruleg of the Supreme 
Court, 1883, to admit any evidence or statement of what oc- 
curred other than such notes of the judge, comes into operation 
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only where such an application has been made at the trial, but 
no notes of the judge are forthcoming. In this connection 
it may be mentioned that in Lumb v. Teal (22 Q. B. D. 675) it 
was iatimated by the court (Lord Cotxriper, C.J., and Hawkins, 
J.), though not actually decided, that, on an appeal from the 
county court to the High Court, the ptoduction of judge’s notes 
may be dispensed with where affidavits are filed giving some 
reason or explanation for their non-production, such as that 
none were taken, or that they had been lost; and that, in the 
recent case of Brown v. Book (36 Soxicrrors’ Jovurnat, 194, 195) 
the view was expressed by Hawkins and Wits, JJ., that the 
appellant from the county court must, in the absence of notes, 
obtain from the county court judge, for production in the High 
Court, a certificate that no note has in fact been taken. 








THE RULE IN SHELLEY’S CASE. 
III. 

Heir in the singular.—In a deed a limitation to “A. and his 
heir’ or to ‘‘ A. and the heir of his body” does not confer a fee 
on A., and, therefore, the same result follows where the limita- 
tion to the heir or heir of the body is in remainder: Chambers 
v. Taylor (2 My. & Or. 376), Elph. N. & C. Interp. 252. 

In a will the word “‘ heir” in the singular is, properly speak- 
ing, a word of limitation, so that the rule applies (White v. 
Collins, 1 Com. Rep. 189; Fuller v. Chamier, L. R. 2 Eq. 682), 
on the ground, as stated by Mr. Harcrave in his note to Co. 
Lit. 8b and pur cur. in Clerk v. Day (Cro. Eliz. 313) that the word 
‘‘heir’’ is nomen collectivum. But it may be argued that the true 
reason is that the only manner in which the heir of A. can take 
anything under a gift to A. and his heir is by A. taking the fee 
so that the heir can take by descent. The heir cannot take in 
remainder because no remainder is limited to him, and he cannot 
take concurrently with A. because he cannot be ascertained in 
A.’s lifetime, so that the only manner in which he can take is by 
descent—in other words, by A. taking the fee. When it was 
once determined that ‘‘ heir” was a word of limitation in a will 
there was no difficulty in holding that a limitation to A. with 
remainder to his heir in a will was within the rule in Shelley’s 
case, 

If the reason above suggested for allowing ‘“‘heir” in the 
singular to be a word of limitation is correct, there will be no 
difficulty in seeing that the word may readily be used in its 
primary meaning of heir at law at the death of the ancestor. 
An example of this will be found in White v. Collins (1 Com. 
189) where a devise to A. for life with remainder to the heir 
male of his body during his life was held to confer an estate for 
life on the heir male of the body, and therefore to take the case 
out of the rule in Shelley’s case. 

The most important case where the word “heir” is construed 
to mean the heir at the time of the ancestor’s death is where 
words of limitation in fee or tail are added to the word heir. It 
follows that a limitation 
‘to A. for life, with remainder to the heir of his body, with remainder to 
the heirs or heirs of the body of such heir, confers an estate in fee or tail 
on the person who is heir of the body of A. at his death”: see Archer's 
case (1 Rep. 66). 

Issue.—The primary meaning of the word “issue” is de- 
scendants, though it is sometimes used in the secondary meaning 
of children: Elph. N. & C. Interp. 320, Davenport v. Hanbury 
(3 Ves. 258). 

Owing to the rule that no estate of inheritance could be con- 
ferred in deeds before 1882 without the use of the word “ heirs,” 
a limitation in a deed to “issue” always confers an estate on the 
issue as purchasers (Elph. N. & CO. Interp. 318, 232). The case 
of a will is different, an estate of inheritance can pass by a will 
without the use of the word “heirs.” Giving to issue its primary 
meaning of descendants, or heirs of the body, we find that the 

rimary meaning of a limitation to A. with remainder to his issue 
is, that A. and all his descendants shall take—in other words, 
that A. is to take an estate tail. In like manner, a gift to A. 
and his issue male confers an estate in tail male on A.: Roddy 
v. Fitzgerald (6 H. L. OC. 828). 

The effect of words of distribution alone added to the gift to 
the issue depends upon whether the issue would, if purchasers, 





take the fee. If they would, the effect of the words of distribu- 
tion is to make them take as purchasers. This is the case where, 
in a will before 1838, the gift was of “the estate” (Montgomery 
v. Montgomery, 4 Jo. & Lat. 47), or where the persons taking the 
land were to pay an annuity (Crozier v. Crozier, 3 Dr. & War. 
373); but as the use of words of limitation, or of any other 
special words, is not necessary in a will since 1837 to pass the 
fee, a gift in such a will to A. for life, with remainder to his 
issue as tenants in common, without more, gives an estate to A. 
for life, with remainder to his issue as tenants in common in fee 
simple. 

On the other hand, where’ the issue cannot take a fee—as, for 
instance, where, in a will before 1838, there is no limitation to 
the heirs of the issue, and no other words which give an estate 
in fee simple to the issue—the mere use of words of distribution 
does not render the issue purchasers, and the ancestor takes an 
estate tail. 

The rule following is included in that which has already 
been said, ‘‘ where there is a devise to A. for life, with remainder 
to his issue as tenants in common, with remainder to the heirs 
general of the issue, the issue take as purchasers in fee: Lees v. 
Moseley (1 Y. & OC. 589). 

The rules as to “issue” may, ig me be explained as 
follows. Granting that the effect of a direction that the issue 
are to take as tenants in common, is to shew some intention that 
only those living at the time of distribution are to take, still, it 
will be observed that such a construction will, in cases where 
there are no words giving the property to the issue in fee, pre- 
vent some of those from taking who would have a chance of 
succeeding if the “issue” take by descent. If this view is 
correct, it will probably be held that a limitation “to A., with 
remainder to his issue as tenants in common in tail,” confers 
estates tail on the issue as purchasers. 
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The Railway Rates and the Carriage of Merchandise by Railway. 
By H. R. Dartineton, M.A., LL.M., Barrister-at-Law. Stevens & 
Sons (Limited). 


The Small Holdings Act, 1892. With Explanatory Notes and the 
Rules and Eorms Issued under the Act. By AupREY Jomn SPENCER, 
M.A., Barrister-at-Law. Stevens & Sons (Limited). 


An Epitome of Conveyancing Statutes. Fifth Edition. With 
Short Notes. By Grorce Nicnots Marcy, Barrister-at-Law. 
Stevens & Haynes. 


An Analysis of the Tenth Edition of Snell’s Principles of ao. 
With Notes thereon. By E. E. Buytn, LL.D., B.A. md.), Solici- 
tor. Fourth Edition. Stevens & Haynes. 


The Code of Criminal Procedure. Being the Act of 1892. B 
CHINTAMAN H. Sononr. Third Edition, Revised and E 
Bombay : Education Society’s Press. 


We have received from Messrs. Wodderspoon & Co. one of their 

atent safeguard letter copying books. The book is indexed and 
ettered, and the arrangement whereby guards are i , 80 as to 
take the wear of the action of the binding gff the thin copying A 
is both advantageous to the h of the binding, and also es 
several documents to be copied at one time without unduly stretching 
the back of the book. 


The President of the Probate and Admiralty Division, in disc ae 
jury on the 18th inst., took the opportunity of drawing their atten to 
the fact that, although the causes of action only arose in or between the 
months of August and October—the writ having been actually issued in 
the latter month—all the pleadings had been completed and the case 
brought to trial before them in scarcely more than two months. 


The first case iu the newly-constituted London Chamber of Arbitration 
was held in the Arbitration Court, at the Guildhall, on Friday in last 
week. Sir Albert Rollit, M.P., sat as sole arbitrator, and there were also 
ag Mr. hme n 3 Cores Cc ia chairman of ad _ — 

r. Roderick, registrar, uty registrar, parties. - 
ing Jasted about two hours and was concluded. The question involved 
was one of principal and agent, and as to the rightful or wrongful termina- 
tion of the agency. The proceedings were commenced and concluded in 
about ten days. 











CASES OF THE WEEK. 
Court of Appeal. 


LONDON COUNTY COUNCIL +. ASSESSMENT COMMITTEE OF THE 
WOOLWICH UNION; LONDON COUNTY COUNCIL +. ASSESSMENT 
COMMITTEE OF ST. GEORGE'S UNION—WNo. 1, 16th December. 


Poor Ratre—Non-rateantuity or Sewack Works—Mernroporis ManaGe- 
ment Act, 1855 (18 & 19 Vicr. c. 120), s. 150. 
These were two appeals by the London County Council from the judg- 
ment of a divisional court (Wright and Collins, JJ.), upon cases stated by 
uarter sessions upon appeals against the poor rate for the unions of 
oolwich and St. George’s, London. The two appeals were argued 
together, the facts in each being almost the same. In the Woolwich case 
the appellants (the London County Council) were assessed as owners and 
occupiers of certain buildings and land known as the Northern Outfall 
Deodorizing Works at a rateable value of £23,000, which sum was reduced 
by the court of quarter sessions to £17,139. The Metropolitan Board of 
Works, of which body the appellants were the successors, were by the 
Metropolis Management Acts, 1855, 1858, and 1862, authorized to construct 
a system of drainage and of treatment of sewage for the metropolitan area. 
The land in question was purchased, and the necessary works, buildings, 
and machinery were erected upon it for the purpose of carrying out that 
system. The said land and works were occupied by the appellants for 
that purpose, and the appellants derived no pecuniary profit from their 
occupation. The court of quarter sessions found, as a fact, that the 
appellants were practically the only possible tenants of the premises, so 
long as they remained part of the metropolitan drainage system, and that 
if they belonged to a private owner and were let to the appellauts the 
- rent would be high enough to support the rateable value of £17,139. It 
was also found, as a fact, that if the premises were applied to any other 
than the drainage system for which they could be made available 
the rateable value would be £1,000. In the case of the St. George's 
Union the premises consisted of land, buildings, pumping station, and 
machinery occupied by the appellants under the same statutory powers 
and for the same purposes as the premises in the Woolwich case. In 
respect of these premises the appellants were assessed at a rateable value 
of £3,994. The court of quarter sessions held in each case that, in 
assessing the rateable value of the premises, the appellants were to be 
taken into consideration as possible hypothetical tenants. The Divisional 
Court confirmed the orders of the court of quarter sessions. The London 
County Council appealed. 
Tue Covrt (Lord Esuer, M.R., and Lores and Kay, L.JJ.) allowed the 


a in both cases. 
rd Esurr, M.R., said that the case was governed by the principles 
laid down in The London County Council y. The Churchwardens, &c., of the 
Parish of West Ham (40 W. R. 659; 1892, 2 Q. B. 44). In that case the 
Court of Appeal held that sewers which were part of the main drainage 
system of the metropolis, and carried on under the Metropolis Manage- 
ment Act, 1855, were not rateable. The court came to that conclusion on 
the interpretation of sections 150 and 135 of that Act. Under those sections, 
which are not limited solely to sewers, the Metropolitan Board of Works 
had power to construct sewers and works, and to purchase or lease land 
for that purpose The court held that under those sections the London 
Count uncil had no power to let the land acquired, and therefore there 
could be no tenant of the land other than the council. The only question 
was whether the council could be hypothetical tenants within the meaning 
of Reg. v. School Board of London (34 W. R. 583, 17 Q. B. D. 738). It had 
been held in that case that an owner might be a hypothetical tenant if he 
could be supposed to be a tenant and if he could legally be a tenant. 
But in the Mest Ham case it was decided that the council could not be a 
h hetical tenant, because that would imply that someone else could 
id the land and lease the sewers to the council, and the court were of 
opinion that that could not he so, and, therefore, the sewers were non- 
rateable. The West Ham case only dealt with sewers, and the question of 
works and pumping engines made for the purpose of the drainage system, 
and forming an indispensable part of that system, was not considered by 
the court. Those things were the ‘‘ works’’ mentioned in sections 135 and 
150 of the Metropolis Management Act, and in section 135 sewers and 
works were treated on the same footing. It had already been 
held that sewers could not be rated, and, therefore, it followed that the 
works in the present cases could not be rated either. It had been argued 
that these cases ought to be decided differently from the West Ham case 
because of certain statutes which were not called to the attention of the 
court in that case—namely, the Metropolis Management Act, 1858, and 
sections 40 and 65 of the Local Government Act, 1888. In his opinion 
neither of those statutes in any way affected or altered the construction 
and interpretation of the Metropolis Management Act, 1855, as to which 
the court gave their opinion in the West Ham case, and which governed the 

tcase. The appeals would, therefore, be allowed. 

Lorzs and Kay, L.JJ., concurred. Appeals allowed.—Counszn, H. E. 
Avory; Littler, Q.C., Sinclair Cor, and Cutter; Meadows White Q.C., 
and Danckwerts. Soxsctrors, W. A. Blaxland; E. W. Sampson; W. J. 


[Reported by F. O. Rosrxsoy, Barrister-at-Law. 
BLAIR & GIRLING +. COX—No. 1, 16th December. 


Liset—Nomivat Damaces—New Tritt. 


This was a motion by the plaintiffs in a libel action for a new trial, upon 
the grounds of miedirection and inadequate damages. The plaintiffs were 





THE SOLICITORS’ JOURNAL. 












Dec. 24, 1892. 


a firm of solicitors, and the defendant was the proprietor of the Law Times 
newspaper. The alleged libel consisted of the publication in the Law 
Times, under the heading ‘‘ A Hideous Blot,’’ of some observations made 
by Grantham, J., at the trial of an action, Hooper v. Large, as to the 
amount of costs which had been incurred in some proceedings in the 
Chancery Division, and of a letter addressed to the Law Times by the 
plaintiffs, who were the solicitors engaged in the chancery proceedings re- 
ferred to, from which it appeared that they were not to blame for the 
amount of the costs, and of comments by the editor of the Law Times on 
the subject, to the effect that the machinery of the legal system of this 
country might be used within the lines of ordinary professional conduct 
and yet be most oppressive, and that a practitioner who availed himself of 
this machinery in its entirety ran the risk of sharing the discredit of the 
system. The defendant pleaded that the words used were not defamatory 
of the plaintiffs, or used of them in their business or profession, and 
that they were a fair report of proceedings in a court of justice, a fair 
comment thereon, and a fair and bond fide comment on a matter of public 
interest. The action was tried before Grantham, J., and a_ special 
jury. The jury returned a verdict for the plaintiffs with damages, one 
farthing. 

Tue Court (ford Esuzr, M.R., and Lorgs and Kay, L.JJ.) granted the 
motion for a new trial. 

Lord Esuzr, M.R., said that the libel complained of was contained in a 
discussion in the Law Times newspaper as to the amount of costs which 
had been incurred in a certain case, aud he hud no doubt that such a dis- 
cussion was a matter of public interest. The question for the jury was 
whether this was a libel or a fair discussion of a matter of public interest ; 
if it was the latter, then it was not a libel. It was a matter of public 
interest, and if it did not impute personal misconduct to the plaintiffs, 
then it was a fair discussion of such a matter. That was a question for 
the jury, and they ought to have been told that if the publication 
imputed personal misconduct to the plaintiffs in their profession, it went 
beyond fair discussion and was a libel. That would be a very serious 
matter, and in such a case damages ought not to be merely nominal. In 
his opinion, though there might not have been any actual misdirection, the 
learned judge had failed to give the jury such assistance as they ought to 
have had to enable them to return a proper verdict, and, therefore, there 
must be a new trial. 

Lorgs, L.J., concurred, and thought that the trial had not been quite 
satisfactory. ‘The question was whether the publication was a libel or fair 
comment. Fair comment was bond fide comment about matters of public 
interest, and it must net incriminate individuals, nor be a vehicle for 
private censure. Whether or no these comments imputed misconduct to 
the plaintiffs was a question for the jury, and they ought to have been told 
that if they thought it was a libel then they should award substantial, 
though at the same time, temperate<lamages. 

Kay, L.J., concurred. New trial granted.—CounszL, Sir Charles Russell, 
A.G., and Avery; Sir Richard Webster, Q.O0., Radcliffe, and B. Crump. 
Soxicirons, Plaintiffs in person ; Powell §& Goodale. 

[Reported by F. O. Rosinsoy, Barrister-at-Law. ] 


PERKINS v. BELL—No. 2, 17th December. 


Satz or Goops—Satze spy Sampre—Prace ror Dettivery—P.ace ror In- 
SPECTION—WHEN Property In GooDs SOLD PASSED. 


Appeal by the plaintiff from the judgment of Lawrance, J. This appeal 
involved the determination of the question as to when the property in 
goods sold passed. under a common form of contract of sale between far- 
mers and middlemen. On the 4th of October, 1890, the plaintiff, who was 
a farmer, sold to the defendant, who was a corn dealer, at his stand in 
Leicester Market, by sample, thirty-one quarters of malting barley at 34s. 
a quarter, to be delivered in sacks at ‘Pheddingworth Station, about 24 
miles from the plaintiff's farm. At the time of the sale the plaintiff was 
aware that the defendant would resell the barley, and probably to brewers 
or maltsters; but the plaintiff had no knowledge when or to whom such 
resales would take place nor to where the defendant would consign the 
barley. Asa matter of fact, as it turned out, the defendant on the same 
day resold the barley by the same sample to Messrs. Sharpe & Co., 
brewers and maltsters, at Silsby, at an advance of 2s. per quarter. On the 
7th of October the plaintiff sold to the defendant in Market Harborough 
Market three more quarters of barley of not such good quality as the first ; 
and it was arranged that the plaintiff should send to the defendant a 
sample of this barley, the price to be thereafter agreed upon. This bar- 
ley was also to be delivered by the plaintiff in sacks at Theddingworth 
Station. Upon the plaintiff's arriving home at his farm in the evening he 
found that his men, whilst winnowing the three quarters, had, against his 
orders, mixed them with the thirty-one quarters, and he at once wrote to 
the defendant informing him of what had been done, and adding that if 
the defendant complained that it made any difference to him in the sample 
he (the plaintiff) would make it good, but he hoped that it would not. 
Upon receipt of this letter the defendant, on the 8th of October, wrote to 
the stationmaster at Theddmgworth Station to forward him a sample of 
the ‘‘about thirty-five quarters of barley ex A. K. Perkins.’’ This the 
stationmaster did, taking the sample out of the twenty of the thirty-four 
quarters which had then arrived at his station. The residue arrived there 
the next day. It was admitted that the stationmaster took a fair sample 
of the barley. Having mspected this sample the defendant, on the 9th of 
October, ordered the stationmaster to forward the thirty-four quarters 
called forty) to the order of Messrs. Sharpe & Sons, maltsters, Silsby, at 
Silsby Station, stating that the cost of carriage was to be placed to his 
account. On the 10th of October the barley was sent off. On the 16th of 
October Messrs. Sharpe, by telegraph to the defendant, rejected the bar- 
ley, which was then at Silsby, and the defendant immediately on receipt 
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of the telegram wrote to Messrs. Sharpe stating that he had had a bulk 
rample taken from the sending station before moving on, and considered 
it a fair delivery.’’ On the same day, but before receipt of the defendant’s 
letter, Messrs. Sharpe wrote to the defendant that it was strange that the 
defendant did not take a bulk sample as promised before ordering the 
barley on to Silsby. The defendant subsequently rejected the barley as 
not being in accordance with sample. The pluintiff then brought this 
action for goods sold and delivered. Lawrance, J., held that the defendant 
was entitled, under the above circumstances, to reject the barley, and 
dismissed theaction. The plaintiff appealed. 
Tue Covrr (Liyptey, Bowen, and A. L. Smrrn, L.JJ.) allowed the 
appeal. 
yi L. Surru, L.J., read a written judgment of the court to the follow- 
ing effect :—The sole point the parties raise is whether, upon the contract 
between them, and the facts of this case, the defendant was in time in 
rejecting the barley as and when he did. It will be noticed that by the 
contract the plaintiff was to deliver the barley at Theddingworth Station. 
No other destination was known to him, and we cannot doubt that, if this 
had been a sale of specific ascertained barley, the property therein would 
have passed to the defendant upon its delivery to the railway company at 
the station by the plaintiff. The railway company would thereupon have 
become the agents of the defendant to receive it and to carry it to any 
place or places the defendant might direct. But 1t was said by Mr. Loyd 
for the defendant, that, inasmuch as this was a sale by sample, the 
defendant was entitled to a fair opportunity of comparing the bulk with 
the sale sample after delivery, before oe ee in the barley passed to 
him, and that the place for inspection need not necessarily be place at 
which delivery is to be made; and in this we agree. The question, how- 
ever, is, if there can be read into this contract an implied term that the 
inspection was to be had at any place fixed by the vendee without the 
knowledge of the vendor. This is not a case in which, before a sale by 
sample, it is agreed that the destination of the goods shall be the vendee’s 
premises or some other named locality, and that the transit thereto shall 
be performed partly by the vendor and partly by the vendee. In sucha 
case it would be right to imply that the place of destination agreed upon 
was the place for inspection, and that the joint transit was only an ed 
mode of getting the goods there: see Grimoldby v. Wells (28 W. R. 524, 
L. R. 10 C. P. 391). This is a case in which, at the time of sale, the only 
known destination was Theddingworth Station, at which the vendor 
undertook to deliver the barley at bis own risk and expense. Of all that 
should take place afterwards as regards the barley, the vendor knew 
nothing. It was entirely at the disposal of the vendee, who might send 
it where and to whom he pleased, and when he pleased, and over which 
disposition the seller could exercise no control. e find no evidence in 
this case to dislodge the presumption which primé facie arices, that the 
place of delivery is the place for inspection. To hold otherwise would be 
to expose the vendor to unknown risks, impossible of calculation when 
the contract was entered into. The verdee might consign the barley, 
not only to one, but to different sub-vendees, living in different places and 
at different distances from Theddingworth Station, and until arrival at 
these places the barley would be at the risk of the vendor. If the barley 
was rejected by these sub-vendees upon arrival, the vendor would have, at 
his own risk and cost, to take the barley back from whatever places it 
might happen to be in, no matter how far they might be from Thedding- 
worth Station, or to arrange for its scale at the places where it then was. 
As to these risks the contract is wholly silent, and in our judgment it is 
impossible to read into it that the vendor undertook these risks, as we 
were invited by Mr. Loyd to do. It was argued that Theddingworth 
Station was a mere roadside station, and that there was no opportunity 
there of comparing the bulk with the sample, and that consequently the 
station was not the place for inspection, and that some other place was, 
and that this was the warehouse of the maltsters or brewers to whom the 
defendant might have chanced to have sent the barley. The evidence 
given shews that the bulk could be inspected in the sacks in the trucks 
at the station. The suggestion that the barley had to be shot before 
inspection is untenable, and there is no evidence to support it. More- 
over, the letters of the 16th of October shew that neither the defendant 
nor Messrs. Sharpe considered that there was any difficulty whatever in 
taking a bulk sample at the station ; the one saying that he had had one 
taken, and the other saying that he should have done so, as promised. 
As there is nothing in the contract itself, nor any evidence to shew that, 
by usage of trade as applied to such a contract, or otherwise, the primd 
facie place for inspection had been altered, in our judgment, under the 


handle of a particular view of Westminster Abbey could be registered 
under the Patents, Designs, and Trade-Marks Act, 1883. Counsel for the 
appellants cited Le May v. Welch (28 Ch. D. 24), Lazarus v. Charles (L. R. 
16 Eq. 117), Holdsworth v. M‘Crea (L. R. 2 H. L. 380), Addams v. Clementson 
(12 Ch. D. 714), Re Bach's Design (42 Ch. D. 661). 

Tue Covrr (Linpiey, Bowen, and A. L. Surru, L JJ.) dismissed the 
appeal. . 

Liypiey, L.J., raid that the defendants had certainly infringed the 
plaintiffs’ rights, if the plaintiffs had any substantial rights at all. That 
particular view of Westminster Abbey had never been put on-an article of 
manufacture before, and therefore the plaintiff’s care was within the Act, 
though representations of public b , cathedrals, and churches 
might have been used for such purposes before. There was no case which 
militated against this view except, ibly, Adams v. Clementson. That 
case turned on the older Act, 5 & 6 Vict. c. 100, s. 3, which was worded 
somewhat differently; and apparently the language of the la‘er Act, 
which was much more pointed, had been made so on account of that 
decision. 

Bowen and A. L. Surrn, L.JJ., concurred.—Covunsg., Aston, Q.C., and 
Danckwerts ; Cozens-Hardy, Q.C., and Morten. Soxtcvrons, Maddisons ; 
Gresham, Davies, § Dallas. 

[Reported by R. C. Mackenzie, Barrister-at-Law. |} 





High Court—Chancery Division. 
NOBLE v. HARRISON—Uhitty, J., 16th December. 


Easement—Licut anp Am—INrTerrerence BY Buriprnc—Reversionen— 
Ricut or Action—Insurny to Reverston—Insvunction. 

This was a motion for an in foining § wiaintl Fy ee ts ag 
building over an open passage som | tif?'s prem 80 as 
sates with the full and free access of light and air to a certain window 
on the said premises, which were situated in Harrington-road, Ken- 
sington. The plaintiff was entitled in fee, subject to a leave under which 
there was a tenant in possession. 

Currry, J., said that the plaintiff had shewn himself entitled to a well- 
defined easement, and complained of injury to his reversion from the 
defendants’ building. A reversioner could sue when he shewed that 
interference with an easement was of a ¢ nature and injurious to 
the reversion: see Kidgill v. Moor (9 C. B. 364), where the point was well 
brought out. His lordship thought that the plaintiff had shewn a primd 
Sacie case with a probability of eal at the trial on the ground of 
injury to the reversion. There ap also to be some risk to the 
plaintiff's insurance if the defendants were allowed to continue their 
work, Then there was ground for saying that one effect of the work would 
be to make the adjoining wall of the plaintiff’s into a party-wall, with the 
result that the plaintiff would have to close up another window on his 
premises. According to the o course the injunction ought to go. 
The defendants had the license of tenant in on, but could he 
give a license which would in any way affect his : see the cases 
shewing that a tenant a the bounds of his landlord’s 
property? The balance of con was in favour of granting the injunc- 
tion. If the work proceeded, the window might have to be blocked, before 
the trial, by reason of the provisions of the mate ogee # Building Acts, 
He must accordingly grant the injunction. Costs to be costs in the actioa.— 
CounseL, Byrne, Q C., and Cartmell ; Farwell, Q.C., and Dickinson. Sota- 
crrors, Coulard § Choune; C. B. Broughton. 

[Reported by J. F. Waxy, Barrister-at-Law.)} 


Re ADAMS, ADAMS rv. ADAMS—North, J., 20th December. 


INnrANTS—MAINTENANCE—Girt oF Restpur—Contincent Interest—Con- 
veyanotne Act, 1881, s. 43. 


The testator, who died in 1890, by his will, made in 1887, gave his 
residuary real and personal estate upon trust for conversion, and directed 
his trustees to stand possessed, as to one-third part thereof, in trust in 
equal shares for all the children of his brother Thomas who should survive 
the testator, and, being sons, should attain the of twenty-one, or, 
being daughters, should attain that age or marry. The testator’s brother 
Thomas died before the date of the will, leaving six children, who all 





contract the place of delivery named was the place where the inspection | 
was to be had, and consequently Theddingworth Station was the place | 
where rejection should have taken place, and not the premises of the 
maltsters at Silsby. When the defendant took possession of the barley at | 
the station and ordered it to his sub-vendees, the property in the barley | 
passed to him, and his right of rejection was then gone. For these | 
reasons we think the plaintiff is entitled to judgment. Lawrance, J., does 
not appear to have had his mind sufficiently directed to the real nature of 
the contract between the parties. The appeal must be allowed, with costs 
here and below, and judgment entered for the plaintiff.—Counsr1, Toller ; 
Loyd, Q.0. Soxscrrons, Crowders § Vizard, for J. H. Douglas, Murket 
Harborough; Warren, Gardner, § Murton, for G. §& H. Lamb $ Stringer, | 


Kettering. in 


{Reported by M. J. Biaxs, Barrister-at-Law. | 


SAUNDERS v. WIEL—No. 2, 16th December. | 
DestcgN—ReGtsTRATION—INFRINGEMENT—PaTents, Degsians, AND TRADR- 

Manxs Act, 1883 (46 & 47 Vicr. c. 57), ss. 47, 60. 

Appeal from a decision of Cave, J. (reported 86 Sorrscrrors’ Jovrnat, 

714), holding that a design consieting of a representation on a spoon | 








survived the testator. None of them had attained a vested interest. 
This was an originating summons to have it determined whether the 
trustees were authorized, under the Conveyancing Act, 1881, s. 43, to 
apply the income of one-third of the testator’s residuary or 
part thereof, at their discretion, towards the maintenance and 


any 
of the infants. ea 
Nortn, J.—The gift is clearly contingent, and the income belong 
to those who ultimately become entitled to the capital. As long as all the 
children are cuengely Ore, ee ee ae belong to them 
oars , but income belongs to them, not as income, but as part 
the jue. 
(1891, 1 Ch. 671), but the distinction between that a oe 
the present case no child has yet ae = Vee Mawes, SSS 
fore the question whether the first child who attains a vested will 
then become entitled to the whole income does not yet arise. Chitty, J., 
in Re Burton’s Will (1892, 2 Ch. 38), has differed from me on this point, 
and I will not now decide it. The income is, however, 
tenance until the first child attains 
Webster ; Southall ; Disturnal. Soxrcrrors, Ingle Cooper § Holmes. 
(Reported by C. F. Duxcax, Barrister-at-Taw.} 
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EDWARDS v. STANDING ROLLING SYNDICATE—North, J., 
20th December. 

Motion — Company — DepentuRE-HOLDERS — Recerver AND 
INTEREST ON Depenturnes—Time ror PayMeEnr. 

This was a motion for the appointment of a receiver and manager on 
the part of the plaintiffs in a debenture-holders’ action to enforce their 
securities against the defendant company. There was no interest due on 
the debentures, nor had the time for payment arrived. In support of the 


MANAGER — 
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motion the following cases were cited :—Wildy v. Mid Hants Railway (16 | 


W. ; a at p- 409) ; Makins v. Percy Thhotson & Sons 
Macmahon v. North Kent Iron Works (1891, 2 Ch. 148) ; 
Tron Co. (2 Ch. D. 115). The defendants did not oppose. 

Nortu, ‘J., on the authority of Wildy v. Mid Hants Railway and 
Maemahon v. North Kent Iron Works, held that the plaintiffs were entitled 
to a receiver, and following Kay, J., in Masins v. Percy Ibotson §& Sons 
(supra), said he made the order for a manager, like Kay, J., in that case, 
with great hesitation.—CovunsrL, Macnaghten; Oswald. Soxrscrrors, Bower 
¢ Cotton , 6. Weller. 

[Reported by G. B. M. Coorr, Barrister-at-Law. 


ATTORNEY-GENERAL +. MOORE—Stirling, J., 
Treasvre Trove—Titte or CrowN—Grant TO 

InQuiIsITIoON—JURISDICTION—CoronERS Act, 1887 

ss. 4 (2), 18 (1), 36. 

This was an action brought by the Attorney-General on behalf of the 
Crown against the coroner of Hereford, under the following circumstances. 
It appeared that on the 16th of December, 1891, two men were ferreting 
rabbits upon a farm at Stoke Prior, in the county of Hereford, in the 
occupation of one Godfrey, and owned by a Mr. G. James, a solicitor of 
Hereford. One of the men put his hand in a rabbit-hole at the side of a 
coppice, and pulled out a piece of silver plate. I'urther search was made, 
and ultimately three cups, a chalice, two pyxes, and a paten, all of silver, 
were unearthed. On the discovery being made known, the coroner for 
the district took possession of the plate, and proceeded to hold an inquest 
on the treasure before a jury impanelled for the purpose. ‘The jury 
unanimously found that the plate was treasure trove, and thereupon a 
claim was made by the lord of the manor to the plate, on the ground that 
he was entitled under a deed of grant of ‘‘ royalties,’ dated in 1620, and 
executed by King James I., to the Marquis of Buckingham, a predecessor 
in title of the present lord of the manor. The jury failing to agree as to 
the ownership of the plate, the coroner bound them over to appear at the 
next assizes for the county. At the assizes eleven of the jury only 
attended, one being absent through illness; the presiding judge (Day, J.) 
thereupon discharged the jury from further attendance. An application 
was then made to his lordship, on behalf of the Crown, that thecoroner should 
record the verdict of treasure trove upon the inquisition ; but his lordship 
refused this, being of opinion that the inquiry was not then complete. 
He said the office of coroner was a very ancient and responsible one, and, 
being ar officer of the Crown, he had to inquire into the dues of the 
Crown, and as to the falling in of the rights of the Crown. The Crown 
was entitled to treasure trove, not absolutely, but primd facie, and had in 
many instances granted those rights to the subject. The coroner in this 
case was justified in the couzse he had adopted, because if, without con- 
sidering claims made, the coroner bad to hand treasure over to the Crown, 
the subject would only have the very precarious remedy of presenting a 
petition of right. The coroner thereupon arranged to hold a fresh inquiry, 
and upon receiving notice of such intention the Crown commenced the 
present action, and moved for an order directing the coroner to deposit 
the plate in court, or for an injunction restraining him from parting with 
the anompeny of the plate to any persons other than the Lords Com- 
missioners of Her Majesty’s Treasury pending the trial of this action. 
Counsel for the motion contended that no further inquiry by the coroner 
was necessary, and asked for the protection of the plate until the question 
of title had been determined, which this court had ample jurisdiction to 
determine without the intervention of the coroner. Counsel for the 
coroner argued that there had been no verdict, nothing reduced into 
writing, and, therefore, another inquest must be held; and for this 
purpose it was necessary that he should hold the plate, in order that the 
jury might view it. He referred to sections 4 (2), 18 (1), and 36 of the 
Coroners Act, 1887. On the suggestion of his lordship he was willing to 
give an undertaking not to part with the articles mentioned in the notice 
of motion until further order. 

Srimutc, J., after referring to the nature of the action and to the pro- 


1891, 1 Ch. 133) ; 


Peek v. Trismaran 


16th December. 
Sunsect— Coronenr’s 
50 & 51 Vicr. c. 71), 


ceedings before Day, J., at the assizes, said that in consequence of certain | 
remarks made by Day, J., and read to his lordship, which did not quite | 
accord with the view he took of the matter, he desired to refer to the | % 
In Chitty on the Prerogatives of the Crown, p. 152, | “-; 
‘* treasure trove ’’ is thus defined :—‘‘ Treasure trcve is where any gold or | 


authorities. 


silver in coin, plate, or bullion is found concealed in a house, or in the 
earth, or other private place, the owner thereof being unknown, in which 
case the treasure belongs to the king or bis grantee, having the franchise 
of treasure trove ; but if he that laid it be known or afterwards discovered, 
the owner, and not the king, is entitled to it; this prerogative right only 
applying in the absence of an owner to claim the property.”” There is no 
question that a primd facie case of treasure trove has been made out, and 
the Crown is primd facie entitled; but that title may be displaced by a 
t of treasure trove to the subject. The question of title, however, 
ween the Crown and the subject must be determined upon the inter- 
pretation of such grant. That question cannot be decided by the coroner 
or the jury. It is not within the jurisdiction of the coroner, under section 
36 of Coroners Act, 1887. That section enacts that ‘‘a coroner shall 
continue as heretofore to have jurisdiction to inquire of treasure that is 
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found, who were the finders, and who is suspected thereof.’’ His juris- 
diction is limited, therefore, to an inquiry as to who are the finders and who 
is suspected thereof. He has no jurisdiction to determine the question of 
title. [His lordship then referred to Umfreville on the Law and Practice 
of the Office of Coroners, and continued:] That being so, it is quite 
clear that the title of the Crown is independent of the finding of the jury. 
Chitty on Prerogative, p. 259, says: ‘‘ As to personalty, the general rule 
seems to be that the king is entitled, without office or other matter of 
record, as in the case of goods and choses in action of felons, wreck of the 
sea, treasure trove, or the profits of lands of clerks, &c., convicted of 
felony, or of persons outlawed in a personal action,’’ and the author goes 
on to cite the following passage from Blackstone, ‘‘ With regard to other 
matters, the inquests of office still remam in force, and are taken upon 
proper occasions; being extended not only to lands, but also to goods 
and chattels personal, as in the case of wreck, treasure trove, and the like, 
and especially as to forfeiture for offences.’’ It may be highly proper 
that an inquest be held, but it is not essential to the title of the Crown. 
That was decided in the case of Reg. v. Toole (16 W. R. 439), where it was 
held that it is not necessary to state any inquisition before the coroner or 
office found as to the title of the Queen. This being so, the Crown is 
clearly entitled to come here and have its title determined in an action of 
this sort, and also to have the articles secured until the dispute has been 
settled. For this purpose it seems to me that the lord of the manor ought 
to be made a party, and the writ amended at once by adding him as a 
defendant. ‘The coroner has asked me that he may not be ordered to 
part with the possession of the articles, and has given an undertaking not 
to part with them until further order. I am willing to accept that under- 
taking. There will be no undertaking in damages.—Covunser, Sir John 
Rigby, 8.G., and Ingle Joyce ; Corner ; A. J. David. Soxrcrrons, Solicitor to 
the Treasury ; J. T. & G. F. Marshall. 
[Reported by W. 8. Gopparp, Barrister-at-Law. | 





Winding-up Cases. 


THE NEW ORIENTAL BANK CORPORATION (LIM 
Williams, J., 17th December. 


CompaNny—WInNbDING Up—VoLvUNTARY LiquipaTtor—Avuprror— DirecTrors— 
STATEMENTS IN BALANCE-SHEET—DvTIEs OF AUDITOR. 


An order had been made continuing the voluntary winding up of the 
above-named company under supervision. A creditor of the company 
afterwards presented a petition asking that the company might be wound 
up compulsorily, and the petition was ordered to stand over in order that 
an affidavit might be made by the voluntary liquidator, who had also been 
auditor. The petition now came on for hearing, the affidavit having been 
made. On behalf of the voluntary liquidator and the company it was 
said that the position of the voluntary liquidator was one which, owing to 
the experience he had gained, made it advantageous to the creditors to 
have him as liquidator. No complaint had been made against the 
voluntary liquidator in his capacity of auditor. He had only to see that 
the balance-sheets accorded with the books, and could not inquire into all 
the circumstances which induced the directors to value debts or other 
assets at a certain amount. The petitioner appeared in person. 

Vaucuan Wruu1ams, J., dismissed the petition without costs, saying 
that the petition had not been unreasonably presented, and ordered the 
costs of the liquidator to be costs in the winding up. In the course of his 
judgment his lordship said that he was not going to pass any judgment 
on the liquidator,”’against whom the petitioner had not made any tangible 
suggestion of misconduct, though he had suggested that as auditor he 
might have prevented a certain dividend from being declared. He did 
not agree with certain views which the liquidator’s affidavit had expressed 
as to the duties of an auditor. His lordship said that he did not think that 
it was taking the true view of the duties of an auditor to arrive, from 
conversation with the directors, at a conclusion whether a balance-sheet 
fairly represented the state of the bank’s affairs. It was not for an 
auditor to consider the bona fides of the directors, but to deal with the books 
of the company and with commercial details and figures—not to consider 
the honesty of its officers. If an auditor once embarked on such an inquiry 
he was apt, when he arrived at a conclusion, not to continue bis investiga- 
tions. He was not, however, saying that the auditor could, when he 
looked into the books, have formed an opinion that the statements in the 
balance-sheet were unfounded—there might be nothing on the face of the 


Re —Vaughan 


| books to lead an auditor to doubt such statements—and he accepted the 


liquidator’s statement that he was anxious to assist in a full investigation. 
—CounseL, Sir Horace Davey, Q.C., Robinson, Q.C., and Ingle Joyce ; 
G. P. C. Lawrence; Thesbald and F. FE. Lemon. Sortrcrrors, Hollams, Son, § 
Sutton §& Ommanney ; Linklaters § Co. 

{Reported by V. pz 8. Fowxe, Barrister-at-Law. } 


High Court—Queen’s Bench Division. 
HARTING & SON v. WHITE—19th December. 


Married Woman—Separate Estate—Income or Setriep Prorerry— 
ContTract—L1iaBILIry. 


This was an action tried before Kennedy, J., without a jury, the claim 
being by a firm of solicitors for costs in an administration suit in which the 
defendant, a married woman, had instructed the plaintiff firm toact. The 
question of whether there was a retainer was argued and decided in favour 
of the plaintiffs. The only other question calling for decision was 
whether the defendant was at the date of the retainer (April 16th, 1888) 
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possessed of separate estate as to which she could have contracted. As to 
this point the facts as found by the judge were that the defendant had a 
small balance in the London and County Bank and a deposit of £50 in 
Whiteley’s Bank, both of which sums were part of moneys paid to her by 
the trustees of her father’s will as income payable to her for her separate use. 
The defendant was married on the 18th of June, 1879, and on the previous 
day a marriage settlement was executed which contained a covenant by the 
defendant and her husband to settle after-acquired property upon certain 
trusts, including a trust to pay the income to the defendant during her 
life for her separate use without power of anticipation; and the settle- 
ment contained a proviso that the trustees should not be liable for the 
non-observance of the covenant unless a written requisition was made to 
them asking them to see it carried out. The defendant became entitled to 
property which fell within the after-acquired property clause under the 
will of her father, who died on the 21st of January, 1887, and the sums in 
the bank were part of the income of this Lar: som § 

Kennepy, J., in the course of a considered judgment said :—The 
defendant, Mrs. White, must be deemed in employing the plaintiffs to have 
contracted with them in respect of her separate property, if she had any, 
and to have bound it, unless, indeed (asin Braunstein v. Lewis, 7 Times 
L. R. 566), there is an unreasonable disproportion between the amounts of the 
alleged contract and the separate property respectively. I have, there- 
fore, to decide whether the defendant had when she employed the plain- 
tiffs separate estate which was not subject to any restriction against 
anticipation, and not unreasonably disproportionate in amount to the 
probable extent of the liability which she was then incurring. In my 
view she had. [His lordship then stated the facts as to the sums in the 
banks, and as to the defendant’s marriage settlement and benefits under 
her father’s will, and continued:—] It was contended that the effect of 
the covenant to settle after-acquired property was to prevent the income 
received by the defendant from the trustees of her father’s will becoming 
available as separate property of the defendant for the discharge of her 
contractual liabilities. I am, however, of opinionSthat the contention is 
not well founded, and that the income when received by her could not be 
affected by the covenant as contended, and that, therefore, it constituted 
separate property in respect of which she must b2 deemed to have con- 
tracted. It was not so disproportionate in amount to her prospective 
liabilities under her contract with the plaintiffs as to bring the case within 
the decision in Braunstein v. Lewis. Judgment for the plaintiffs in the 
terms of the judgment in Scott v. Morley (36 W. R. 67, 20 Q. B. D. 120).— 
Counset, Laing; J. E. Bankes. Sorrcrrors, Harting § Sons ; Thomas White 


§ Son. 
[Reported by T. R. C. Dit, Barrister-at-Law.} 


BAKER v. GENT—19th December. 


PartNersuip—Goops supPLiep TO Memper or Firmm—RiGut To sEtT-orr 
AGAINST CLAIM ON BEHALF OF PARTNERSHIP. 


In this action, tried before Kennedy, J., without a jury, the question 
was whether the defendant in an action by a trustee in bankruptcy to 
recover the price of goods supplied by a firm was entitled to counter-} 
claim in respect of goods supplied by him to one partner of the 
firm for his own use, in the belief that that partner was the sole member of 
the firm. ‘The facts were shortly as follows:—The defendant had pur- 
chased tobacco from a firm of tobacconists, trading as Lachmann & Co. 
He had also supplied Lachmann, whom he believed to be the sole partner, 
with articles of personal jewellery. The trustee in the bankruptcy of the 
firm (which consisted of two members, Lachmann and Phillips), now sued 
the defendant to recover the price of the tobacco, refusing to give him 
credit in respect of the jewellery. The defendant set up a counter-claim 
for the price of the jewellery. 

Kennepy, J., in the course of a considered judgment, said: The 
defendant admitted seeing Lachmann wearing the jewellery, and therefore 
he cannot say that it was for firm purposes that it was bought. I cer- 
tainly rome f not be prepared to hold that the purchase of such articles 
was within the scope of a partner's apparent authority in such a business 
as that of Lachmann & Co. Upon this state of facts Iam bound, I think,to 
decide against the defendant’s claim of set-off. This is notacase in which, 
as is explained by Lindley, L.J., in his work on Partnership (5th ed., p. 
296) in reference to Gordon v. Ellis (I Man. & Gr. 607), the debt of one 
partner is to be treated as the debt of the firm, because it has been con- 
tracted by one partner while acting in the scope of his apparent authority 
as agent of the firm. It has not been seriously contended that if Lach- 
mann had been known to have a partner he would be held to have had an 
apparent authority to order this jewellery and plate on behalf of the firm. 
In order, therefore, that the defendant should succeed, he must prove that 
Phillips (the concealed partner) by some conduct induced the defendant to 
treat Lachmann, his co-partner, as the only person with whom the 
defendant had to do (Lindley on Partnership, 5th ed , p. 295; Bonfield v. 
Smith, 12 M. & W. 405, per Parke, B.); and the fact upon which the 
defendant’s counsel relied—that Phillips had agreed not to publish his own 
name, and had authorized the use of the style Lachmann & Co.—is not 
enough. It seems to me that to accede to this contention would be to 
confound ‘‘ Lachmann” with ‘‘ Lachmann & Co.”’ as a trading title, and 
it seems to me that the employment of the style “‘ Lachmann & Co.,” so 
far from being an inducement to the defendant or others to trust Lach- 
mann as the only person to be dealt with, was a clear notice that there was 
someone else in the firm besides Lachmann. I will only add that in 
deciding as I do I am not, I think, deciding anything contrary to the law 
as laid down in Stracey v. Deey (7 T. R. 361) and the other cases cited in 
argument by counsel for the defendaut. Judgment for the plaintiff.— 
Counsst, Herbert Reed, Q.C., and B. Muir ; Boydell Houghton. Soracrrors, 
Reed & Reed ; Tatham §& Lousada. 

{Reported by T. R. C. Dit. Barrister-at-Law. | 











THE BAR COMMITTEE ON THE REPORT OF THE 
COUNCIL OF JUDGES. 


Tue following is the re of the Bar Committee on the report and 
resolutions of the Council of Judges of June, 1892 :— 


PART I. 
Crrevirs. 

1. Resolutions 1 to 10.—The coramittee agree with the judges that some 
substantial alteration of the present circuit system is required for the 
better despatch of business both in London and in the country. 

2. The committee, though not unanimously, are of opinion that the 
best course is to discontinue tne trial of actions in London during the 
circuits, and they adhere to the views expressed on this subject in the 
Bar Committee reports of March, 1885, and December, 1886, the latter of 
which contained the following passage :—‘‘ We are of opinion that the 
attempt to transact the ordinary Nisi Prius business in London during 
the circuits is of doubtful benefit to anybody, and causes great incon- 
venience in many cases to suitors and all others concerned in the trials at 
Nisi Prius.’’ Assuming, however, as the judges appear to do, that this is 
now impracticable, the committee consider it essential to secure the 
presence in town during the circuits of more judges, and they agree that 
at least eight judges should remain in town whenever it is intended to 
continue the trial of actions there. 

3. On the assumption that continuous sittings in town for the trial of 
actions have to be provided for, the committee approve of so much of the 
judges’ scheme as provides for the presence of the wsite number of 
judges in town, by extending the time during which the circuits are to 
last, and diminishing the number of judges away at the same time. The 
committee also approve of the suggestion to carry this out, by having, 
first, a certain number of circuits going on at the same time, with two 
judges on each, trying civil and criminal cases at each place, to be 
followed after the return of those judges to town by other circuits, with 
one judge on each, trying at most places criminal cases only, but at some 
few places civil cases also. 

4. As regards the number of assizes in each county, the committee 
agree with the judges in regarding the number of three criminal assizes 
in a year in each county as at present necessary, though, if the jurisdic- 
tion of quarter sessions were enlarged, the third assize would probably be 
unnecessary in many counties, except in special cases. ’ 

5. Upon the question of grouping counties for the purpose of the trial 
of civil cases, the committee approve of a certain amount of grouping, 
but think that the system of grouping is carried too far in the scheme af the 
judges. The committee desire to refer to the report of the Bar Committee 
of December, 1886, and to advocate very strongly the system of alternate 
grouping there proposed (see below). The committee consider that the 
scheme of the judges will be very unpopular throughout the country, and 
that much of the oppesition to it will be justifiable. It practically makes 
no provision for local country causes in extensive districts. The com- 
mittee think that this o ition would to a great extent be disarmed if, 
instead of taking away the civil assize from so many towns altogether, as 
the judges propose, the civil assize was held once a year only in many of 
those towns, the assizes being so arranged that on the circuit in which no 
civil assize is to be held in any particular county, it would be held in an 
adjoining county. 

6. The committee also desire to point out that the scheme of the ju 
is based upon tables of the numbers of causes tried at each town, wh 
appears to them to be misleading. Tables of causes set down for trial 
would be more trustworthy: but in the opinion of the committee, not 
only the number of causes tried, but also the number set down for trial, 
has in many assize towns been affected by the unsatisfactory character of 
the present arrangements for their trial. 

7. The committee recommend that the scheme of the judges be amended 
by adding to the list of towns at which civil business shall be taken, and 
to which for that purpose two judges shall go, certain pairs of towns, one 
to be taken alternately on each circuit. Take, as an example, towns on 
the Oxford Circuit. The committee suggest that in the winter an assize 
might be held at Worcester, for Worcester and Hereford ; in the summer 
at Hereford, for Hereford and Worcester. Similarly, an assize might be 
held in the winter at Monmouth, for Monmouth and Gloucester, and in 
the summer at Gloucester, for Gloucester and Monmouth. Other ee of 
towns which might be dealt with in like manner are mentioned in Bar 
Committee’s report dated December, 1886. The committee refer to the 
reasons set forth in that report, and in a prior memorandum of March, 
1885, as explanatory of their views.— (See below.) 


Extracts from the Report of the Bar Committee, dated December, 1886. 


2. We believe that a careful and well-considered system of ‘‘ grow ad 
of counties together, coupled with the presence of two judges at each 
assize town, would remedy the existing evils. 

3. We propose so to group the counties that each mye | (with some 
possible exceptions) may have assizes during the year held within its 
limits, so that the privilege of holding assizes at the county town, which 
the inhabitants of each county undoubtedly value, should not be taken 


away. 
1 We subjoin schemes by which the above proposal may be carried 
out. These plans may admit of amendment in detail, but they are the 
result of considerable discussion and inquiry. 
5. The advantages to be gained under the proposed system of grouping 
are as follows : 
(a.) The doing away with a number of commission days. There is also 
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involved in this a saving with respect to first business days, which are 
little more than half-days. 

(4.) The saving of time and expense where a long trial blocks one court. 
Where there are two courts shorter cases may be disposed of before the 
other judge, thereby enabling parties to have their cases tried, and wit- 
nesses, &c., to be set free. 

(c.) The prevention of much waste of time arising from the uncertainty 
of the number of days required in a county where the business may or 
may not be very rapidly disposed of. It is obvious that where two 
counties are joined the average of the joint business may be more readily 





uged. 

(d.) The loss of time and the unnecessary waste of money arising from 
not knowing when the one judge will be able to open the commission, 
and when (if at all) he will be able to try causes. This may frequently 
under the present system amount to an absolute denial of justice. 

(e.) The great decrease in the length of time during which the judges 
who go circuit will be absent from town. 

(f.) The advantage of two judges consulting on difficult matters. 


PrRocEDURE (Queen’s Bench Division). 

8. Resolutions 11, 14, 15, 16, 17, and 18.—The committee are of opinion 
that the summons for directions will fail to attain the object intended to 
be effected by it. Its successful working depends upon the parties on 
each side and their solicitors knowing all about their cases within fourteen 
days after the issue of the writ, which they never do in practice, and are 
not likely to do under any improved procedure. In many cases it is quite 
impos:ible that they should do so, however diligent they may be. Where 
possible it would cause unnecessary expense to the parties, as counsel 
could not be properly instructed on the summons for directions without 
incurring the greater part of the expense of preparing for trial. The 
summons for directions, if introduced, will probably result in a common 
form of order for pleadings, particulars, discovery, a jury, &c., being 
made in the great majority of cases, and in these, therefore, the parties 
will have the cost of an additional summons thrown on them, while in the 
few cases in which the master thinks he sees his way to make a special 
order, and makes it, he really will be acting in the dark, and it is probable 
that further investigation into the facts will often shew that he was mis- 
taken, and further expense will be incurred in applying for further or 
different directions. The system, however, might work well in simple 
cases where order 14 can be applied, and where the facts are brought 
before the master on affidavit ; and the committee approve of the sugge:- 
tion that a master or judge giving leave to defend under order 14 should 
have power to give the directions contemplated by the judges. On the 
subject of directions the committee agree generally with the remarks of 
Mr. Justice Cave in his memorandum, dated June 6, 1892, and they agree 
with him in thinking that, although the summons for directions at the 
early stage proposed by the Council of Judges will be useless, or worse 
than useless, directions as to the mode of trial might usefully be given at 
a later stage before the cause is entered for trial. 

9. Resolutions 19 to 23.—As to interrogatories, discovery and inspection, 
the committee adhere to the views expressed in the report of the Bar Com- 
Fe dated the 22nd of June, 1891, on this subject, which was as 

ollows : 


The committee have carefully considered the question raised by the 
observations of the Master of the Rolls in the House of Lovds, on the 17th 
of July, 1890, with regard to the practice of administering interrogatories 
and obtaining discovery of documents in the Queen’s Bench Division. 
They agree with the view that the powers of obtaining discovery under the 
existing rules are often abused, and the costs of an action thereby need- 
lessly increased, but they do not think that it is desirable or even possible 
to dispense altogether in the Queen’s Bench Division either with 
interrogatories or with discovery of documents. They conceive that the 
object to be arrived at is to remove the abuses of the present practice, 
while rendering more effective the important instrument of discovery which 
is supplied by both methods. 


They consider that there is, in general, a great difference in point of 
importance between interrogatories and discovery of documents. If either 
side is in possession of any document relevant to the case, it seems clear that, 
in the interests of justice and economy, there should be no delay in the dis- 
closure of it to the other side. Nothing tends so much to stop unnecessary 
litigation as the earliest possible disclosure of the strength or weakness 
of acase. They think that the existing rule, which requires a deposit of 
£5 to be paid before discovery can be obtained, is objectionable in principle 
and ineffectual in practice. It often operates in the case of a poor litigant 
to prevent discovery in a case where discovery is required, while it has no 
operation where the party seeking discovery is possessed of means. The 
costs recoverable on taxation upon the paying in and taking out the £5 are 
wholly disproportionate, and amount to more than 25 per cent. on the secu- 
rity. They recommend the abolition of the rule contained in ord. 31, r. 
26, _ with regard to discovery of documents generally, they recom- 
mend : 

1. That the defendant by indorsement on his statement of defence and 
the plaintiff by indorsement on his reply, or either party by notice de- 
livered subsequently, should be entitled to claim the usual affidavit of 
discovery, and that thereupon the opposite party should within ten days 
after delivery of the indorsed pleading or of the notice file such affidavit, 
subject to the power of the court or a judge to order such affidavit to be 
filed at any other stage of the action. 


2. In the case of any proceedings being taken by any party to an action 
in regard to the sufficiency of the opportunity given by his opponent for 
i ting and taking copies of documents, for which no privilege is 
c , Orin regard to claims of privilege in respect to any document, 





THE SOLICITORS’ JOURNAL. 








Dec, 24, 1892. 


the costs of such proceedings, in the absence of special circumstances, 
should always follow the event of the application. 

With regard to interrogatories the case is, they think, different. They 
agree with the view that in very many of the cases in which they are 
administered little or no result is obtained, except a considerable increase 
of cost and delay. But they think there are, on the other hand, cases 
where it is essential that interrogatories should be administered. For in- 
stance, when a party to an action has himself no knowledge of the circum- 
stances, as in the case of a personal representative or a surety, as a general 
rule the litigant should have the power of administering interrogatories. 
There are, again, other cases, incapable of classification, in which the 
exercise of such a power is useful, even though not absolutely necessary. 
Often incidental advantages arise, although the interrogatories and 
answers may not be put in evidence at the trial. Sometimes interroga- 
tories, or the answers to them, stop an action ; and more often still, they 
elicit information which materially narrows the issues to be tried. The 
committee think that these considerations point to the advisability, not of 
the abolition, but of the more effective control of the power of administer- 
ing interrogatories. 

They think that the objections to the £5 rule apply to the case of inter- 
rogatories as well as to the case of discovery of documents. They recom- 
mend in this case also the abolition of the rule, and they are inclined to 
think that, in order to provide an effective check upon unnecessary or 
unreasonable interrogatories, it would be desirable to revert to the former 
practice, viz., that the judge or master in chambers should consider and 
decide, not merely whether the case is one in which interrogatories may 
properly be administered, but al-o whether the particular interrogatories 
proposed should be allowed. They think that, in order to give the party 
to be interrogated a fair opportunity of challenging any particular inter- 
rogatory, a copy of the proposed interrogatories shoulc be served with the 
summons. 

They think that the party interrogated, if the judge or the master allows 
the proposed interrogatories, should not be permitted to raise any objec- 
tion in his affidavit in answer, except on the ground that answering may 
tend to incriminate him. 

They think further that in many cases the necessity for interrogatories 
might be obviated if a more stringent rule were adopted with regard to 
the necessity of delivering proper particulars. It was apparently the 
original intention of the framers of the Judicature Rules that the pleadings 
should in each case contain particulars sufficient to render an application 
for particulars or for further particulars unnecessary. This intention has 
not been fulfilled in practice, and a great deal of unnecessary expense and 
delay is at present caused by applications for particulars, and for further 
and better particulars, which should have been given with the pleading in 
the action. They therefore think that a plaintiff and a defendant respec- 
tively should be bound to deliver with his pleading all requisite parti- 
culars; and that in the event of an order being made for particulars, or 
for further or better particulars, the cost of obtainiag such order should, 
in the absence of special circumstances, be paid by the party whose 
failure to give any or any sufficient particulars with his pleading has 
rendered such order necessary. If an order is refused, the party who 
took out the summons should pay the costs attending the same. 

10. It will be seen, as to interrogatories, that these recommendations 
substantially agree with the report of the judges, though the judges’ reso- 
lutions do not seem to fully carry out their report. 

11. As to discovery and inspection, the proposals of the judges appear to 
depend to some extent upon the summons for directions, but whether that 
is introduced or not, the committee do not approve of giving the master so 
large a discretion, nor do they approve of resolution 21. 

12. The committee desire to add that it is desirable that it should be 
made clear that no alteration is intended to be made in the present practice 
as to the affidavit of ship’s papers. 

13. Resolutions to 38a.—As to commercial causes the committee agree 
with these suggestions, but they are of opinion that the usefulness of the 
Commercial Court would be very greatly increased by attaching to it a 
registrar, with powers and duties similar to those of the registrar in the Court 
of Admiralty. One of the masters might be assigned to act as registrar, but 
he should, where necessary, be assisted by commercial assessors, a system 
which has worked extremely well in the Admiralty Registry. 


PART II. 
Cuancery Drviston. 


14. Resolutions 39, 40.—The committee regard the block of witness 
actions in the Chancery Division, and the interruption and adjournments 
which take place after the hearing of these actions has been commenced, 
as a crying evil, and they are strongly in favour of the additional judge, 
and of the se te witness list suggested by these resolutions, and also 
recommended by Lord Esher’s Committee of 1885 and by the Joint Com- 
mittee appointed by the Bar Committee and the Incorporated Law Society 
in January, 1889. The following is an extract from the report of the last- 
mentioned Joint Committee :— : 

It is the opinion of the committee that the most urgent of all reforms 
required in the Chancery Division is that better provision should be made 
for the continuous trial of witness actions. . 

Since the passing of the Judicature Acts and the trial of chancery actions 
with vivd voce evidence, witness actions have materially changed the course 
| of business in that division. 
| The necessary interruption of witness actions under the existing practice 

by interlocutory and other business seriously increases the expense of such 
actions, and prolongs the time actually occupied in their hearing. Where 
(as under the present practice) witness actions are taken only on three 
‘days a week, the expenses of witnesses are much aggravated. Every 
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adjournment for a longer period than until the next day requires old 
ground to be again gone over to a greater or less extent. 

It is not only in witness actions that time is lost by the saree breaking 
up of the business of the courts. It not unfrequently happens that an 
opposed petition or adjourned summons, interrupted by witness actions, 
is heard piecemeal. sSo long as witness actions are taken with other 
business, as at present, the hearing must necessarily be intermittent. 

In the present condition of the business other than the trial of witness 
actions, it is not possible for any judge of the Chancery Division, except 
Mr. Justice Kekewich [for whom now read Mr. Justice Romer], even 
under favourable circumstances, to give more than three days a week to 
witness actions. Witness actions are frequently kept out of the paper for 
weeks together. In all the courts the delay between the time when the 
action is ready for hearing and the time when it is actually tried is a 
grievous hardship on the suitor. 

The committee, while recognizing the propriety of the trial by a judge 
and jury of actions specially suited for such a mode of trial, do not think 
the difficulty above pointed out can be met either by eending other chan- 
cery witness actions to the assizes or by transferring groups of them from 
time to time to the Queen’s Bench Division. 

The committee are unanimously of opinion that, with the present judi- 
cial staff, it is not possible to devise any scheme which will effectually 
relieve the pressure of witness actions or remove the inconveniences above 
pointed out. 

It is therefore absolutely necessary for the efficient disposal of business 
in the Chancery Division that an additional judge should be appointed, so 
that two judges of the Chancery Division may sit cuntionanaly for the 
trial of witness actions. The occasional eervices of a judge attached in 
the Queen’s Bench Division would not meet the difficulty. The new 
judge should be a permanent judge, familiar with the principles of equity 
and the practice of the Chancery Division. 

15. Resolution 41.—In reference to the suggestion that the registrars 
should be gradually replaced by additional chief clerks, the committee 
desire to point out that the orders made in the Chancery Division (particu- 
larly in administration matters) are often unavoidably long and intricate, 
requiring special qualifications and experience on the part of those who 
draw them up. Whatever change may be made in the names of the 
officers intrurted with these duties, the duties themselves must necessarily 
be distinct from those of the officers who have to work out the orders. 
Uniformity of procedure in the Chancery Divi-ion seems to require that 
the two sets of officers should be distinct also. 

16. The committee are also of opinion that while it is advantageous 
that each judge of the Chancery Division should be in touch with his own 
staff of clerks, there would be considerable disadvantage in attaching 
particular taxing masters to particular judges. 

17. Resolutions 54 to 61.—The committee cordially approve of the pro- 
posed supervision order. It is not, however, an entire novelty, orders of a 
similar kind having been made by the late Mr. Justice Pearson, and by 
other Chancery judges. Such orders have, as the committee believe, been 
found to work well in practice. 

18. Resolutions 62 and 63 raise a question of great difficulty. If an 
executor or administrator is my te of the power of preferring particular 
creditors, he will be bound to delay the payment of any debts until all the 
liabilities of the estate have been ascertained, a period which may be of 
serious length by reason of doubtful claims. This ex f may inflict great 
hardships on creditors whose claims are not doubtful. If the right of 
preference 1s to cease, the committee think it should only cease when a 
creditor commences an action to enforce his claim, and notice of the action 
is brought home to the executor or administrator. 

19. The right of an executor or administrator to retain his debt (i.c., to 
prefer himself) appears to stand on a different footing. The committee are 
of opinion thut it should be so far abolished as to give no priority or 
advantage to an executor creditor over other creditors of whose claim he 
has notice at the time when he pays himself, such modified right of 
retainer not to be exercisable until a reasonable time has elapsed to enable 
the debts generally to be ascertained. The administrator creditor’s right 
of retainer is, it may be observed, precluded by the form of the adminis- 
tration bond. 

20. Resolution 64.—The committee recommend that, te remove all doubt, 
the following words be added to this resolution, ‘‘and notwithstanding 
that the interests involved may be legal interests only.”’ 

21, Resolutions 75 and 76 seem unnecessary as only expressing the present 
practice. 

22. Resolution 77.—This also seems to express the present practice, shares 
as to which there is any special difficult carried over to separate 
accounts, so as not to delay the distribution of the rest of the fund. 


PART III. 

23. Resolution 41.—The committee adhere to the opinion expressed in 
their report, dated February, 1890, which was as follows : 

No new rules are required for the purpose of assimilating cost? in the 
Queen’s Bench Division and the Chancery Division. Any want of 
uniformity in the system of taxation prevailing in the two divisions must 
arise from the different modes in which the various taxing officers, that is 
to say, the masters of the Queen’s Bench Division and the taxing masters 
in Chancery, apply and administer the same rules. This, in the opinion 
of the committee, would best be remedied by committing all taxations to 
tbe same authority. In other words, they recommend that the taxation of 
costs ia any Queen’s Bench Division case should be referred, as in a 
Chancery case, to one of the taxing masters in rotation, and that the 
number of these taxing masters should be increased, and the number of 
the masters of the Queen’s Bench Division y diminished, 
the necessary adjustment in the first instance made by a transfer of 


Costs. 

24. Resolution 70.—By ‘‘ client’’ is here apparently meant the successfal 
party in the litigation, and the object seems to be to repeal ord. 65, s. 27 
(29), and to give a reasonable indemnity to such party for all the costs he 
has incurred in the li . ‘The committee approve of the principle 
of the alteration, but think that the increased costs should not, without a 
special direction from the judge, go further back than the commencement 
of the action. In any case the resolution appears to require revision. 

25. Resolution 71 appears to the commitrec to be objectionable, as likely 
to deter the best practitioners from undertaking contentious business and 
needlessly embarrassing the conduct of an action. In lieu of resoiutions 
70 and 71, they suggest the following :— . 

Every order by which costs are ordered to be paid to any person shall 
entitle him to have such costs texed, as between himself and the person 
by whom such costs are to be paid, on the same footing as they would be 
taxed as between himself and his own solicitor, but such costs are not to 
include any charges which, wastes © the present practice, would not 
be allowed to such solicitor in the nce of a special authority from his 
client, and also are not to include any costs incurred before action brought 
or proceeding commenced without a special direction of the judge. 

26. Resolution 74.—The committee suggest that this be extended so as to 
embrace the case of a married woman who is an unsuccessful defendant. 


APPEALS. 

27. Resolution 79 (Queen’s Bench Division side).—Referring to the pro- 
posal for forming a divisional court of three judges to hear appeals from 
judge’s chambers in the Queen’s Bench Division, the committee desire to 
state their preference for the suggestion made by Mr. Justice Cave in his 
memorandum of the 6th of June, 1892, that divisional courts should be 
abolished altogether, and that a third division of the Court of A 1 
should be formed to take all work now done by divisional courts, w it 
is not thought right to intrust to a age judge sitting alone. They also 
agree in thinking that two divisions of the Court of Appeal only should 
sit during the long circuits, and that the judges pro to be added to 
the Court of Appeal, or some three judges of the existing Court of Appeal, 
should go circuit in their turn. 

28. Same Resolution (Chancery Division side),—It should be made clear 
whether the practice of are in court to discharge an order made in 
chambers is to be abolished. If not, what is equivalent to an intermediate 
appeal will be preserved in such cases. At the same time provision should 
be made for expediting the hearing of procedure summonses which are 
of an urgent nature. ; ; 

29. Resolution 80.—The committee emphatically object to any rule by 
which the leave of a judge of first instance is made necessary to an appeal. 

30. They are further of opinion that if the necessity of obtaining such 
leave be in any case imposed, the cases in which the leave must be 
obtained should be stated, rather than the cases in which it is not to be 
required. As the resolution stands, it is by no means clear that it would 
not exclude many cases in which the refusal of the right to appeal would 
work very great injustice. Moreover, the cases in which the resolution is 
to apply are left doubtful, without a definition of what is meant by an 
‘* interlocutory order.’’ An order may be interlocutory for certain pur- 
poses, though it finally disposes of the rights of the parties. See Pheysey 
v. Pheysey (12 Ch. D. 305). : 

31. In all cases of appeal iy me only, in the opinion of the committee 
the Court of Appeal should have power to give leave if refused by the 
court below. 

32. Resolutions 82 and 83.—The committee recommend that the time 
should be fourteen days in each case. : - 

33. Resolution 84.—They think that two months is too short, and suggest 
four months. 

CrminaL APPRALS. 

34. Resolutions 89 to 100.—The suggestion that a permanent Court of 
Criminal Appeal should be established, raises a question of policy rather 
than of practice or procedure. For this reason it is not dealt with in this 
report. The co ttee consider that the right time to consider it is when 
a Bill for the purpose has been introduced. : 

35. Several of the judges’ resolutions of minor importance are not 
touched on in this report. With these the committee desire to state their 
concurrence. 

December, 1892. 








LAW SOCIETIES, 
INCORPORATED LAW SOCIETY OF LIVERPOOL, 
(Continued from page 119.) 

With re to ure, the committee welcome every ion 
which asatt ent Bie we delay and expense, and they think that the 
public and the legal profession have reason to be grateful to the Council 
of Judges for suggestions, many of which will operate in these directions. 
The committee are especially glad to observe that the Council of Judges 
have seen fit to recommend the establishment of a ‘‘ Mercantile List” of 
causes in London, and cee: ae yg panes Je Se cnels nate 
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also cordially object the 
animes of useless interlocutory ons and pleadings. The 
committee are extremely glad to see it is pro that the 
summons for directions power should be given to order of 
facts to be given by affidavit of and belief or by 
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to prove of great value and to lead to saving of expense. The committee 
trust that it is intended that the resolution, No. 64, extending the 
originating summons ‘‘to all cases of construction of a deed, will, or 
other instrument, where a declaration of right only without other relief 
(such as possession or the like) is sought ’’ shall apply in common law as 
well as chancery. This interpretation has been placed upon the resolution 
by the member of the bench who is the author of the two articles on the 
subject of the report which appeared in the Times, but the resolution 
itself appears only under the head of ‘‘ Chancery Division ’’ in the prints 
of the resolutions. The proposals as to procedure in detail will require 
the close attention of the committee next year in case it should be proposed 
to frame newrules on similarlines. Paragraph 6 of the judges’ report, and 
resolutions 70, 71, and 73 are of the greatest practical importance to solicitors. 
The opinion of the profession appears to be unanimous that when costs are 
allowed to a litigant they should be allowed as between solicitor and client. 
The Council of Judges define these as ‘‘ all the costs reasonably incurred,’’ 
and they suggest that if these are allowed no further costs ought to be 
payable to the party’s own sclicitor unless, after full explanation, he has 
choren to incur them, and has agreed to do so in writing to his solicitor. 
Now it is well known that solicitor and client costs do not usually com- 
prise everything which a solicitor may claim against his own client 
(Daniells’ Chancery Practice, 6th ed., vol. 2, part 1, p. 1234), and, there- 
fore, it will behove the profession to use every effort to secure that in any 
new rules the costs payable by a party shall be full indemnity costs, or 
that the right to recover extra costs from the solicitor’s own client shall be 
preserved. It is submitted that a rule allowing a successful party his 
costs as between solicitor and client, as the expression is now understood, 
instead of as between party and party, would meet the wishes of suitors. 
The suggestion that a solicitor should only be entitled to extra costs if his 
client has in writing chosen to incur them, after full explanation pre- 
viously given, is impracticable. In many cases the solicitor cannot 
possibly know beforehand whether the taxing master will, in the exercise 
of his discretion, approve or disapprove of certain proceedings which the 
solicitor may consider necessary for the protection of his client. His client 
may be abroad or too ill to attend to the matter, which he may have left 
to the discretion of his legal adviser. Furthermore, nothing can well be 
more objectionable than the nced of constantly applying for written 
authority to do things which the client cannot be expected to understand 
the importance of, but which are perfectly plain to the solicitor. Again, 
the suggestions of the Council of Judges might, if carried out, prevent a 
solicitor from recovering from his client the costs of interlocutory pro- 
ceedings which were unsuccessful through no fault of bis, and with 
regard to which he could scarcely bave been expected to have obtained a 
previous written authority. An example of this is afforded by para- 
graph II. of the report, where it is proposed that the judge or master shall 
be bound to award costs against a plaintiff who has made an unreasonable 
application (i.e., one which the judge or master considers so) under 
order 14. Insuch cases it would be unfair that the solicitor should not 
have his costs against his own client. If the suggestions of the Council 
of Judges as to costs are adopted, it is clear that the scales of costs will 
have to be carefully revised in detail, so as to secure that the solicitor shall 
have his full costs incurred down to the point, whether before or after 
trial, at which the litigation ceases. Resolution No. 73, which proposes to 
abolish the present rules as to costs on the higher scale, seems quite 
uncalled for, inasmuch as there are many cases in which, whether having 
regard to the large amount involved or the difficulty of the work done, 
the lower scale of costs isinadequate. The committee cannot conclude their 
observations on the subject of procedure and trial of causes in Liverpool 
without expressing their debt of gratitude to Mr. Gray Hill for the 
services which he has rendered to the society as a member of the 
Council of the Incorporated Law Society of the United Kingdom. They 
also desire to express their thanks to the committee of tha Manchester 
Law Association, who sent a deputation to confer with them, and with 
whom they have throughout co-operated in connection with these matters, 
and also to the Liverpool Chamber of Commerce, who expressed their 
concurrence with the objects in view, and declared their willingness to 
render all the assistance in their power. 

County courts.—The long expected revision of the County Court Rules 
and Scales of Costs has at length been made in the present year, and the 
committee cannot refrain from expressing their disappointment that the 
strenuous efforts which the Council of the Incorporated Law Society of 
the United Kingdom and themselves made in the years 1889 and 1891 
have resulted in so little improvement being effected. The principle of 
order 14 has not been adopted. A defendant to a default summons, 
although he has no defence, may still, without any restriction, put the 
plaintiff to the trouble and expense of attending the court at the hearing, 
while, on the other hand, the plaintiff is obliged to file a very full affidavit 
before the summons can be issued. There is no reduction of the very 
excessive court fees levied. There is very little improvement in the scales 
of costs, and, in some instances, the alterations are distinctly disadvan- 
tageous to practitioners. The old vicious principle of making it more 
profitable to a solicitor to employ counsel than to conduct a case himself 
is retained. As has been well pointed out in a special report of the 
Council of the Incorporated Law Society of the United Kingdom issued 
this year, the question of remuneration is one of public and not solely of 
professional interest. The public are not benefited by cutting down the 
costs of litigation to such an unremunerative level as to lead to inefficiency, 
and in these days, when the county courts have ceased to be what they 
were originally, tribunals for the collection of small debts, encouragement 
should be given to men of good standing to practise in them. The com- 
mittee agree with the view of the council that until the power of preparing 
rules is transferred to a competent authority, constituted on the principle 
of the Solicitors’ Remuneration Order, 1881, satisfactory results can 





scarcely be expected. The committee cannot refrain from mentioning 
that although — of proposed new rules and scales were submitted by 
the council and by this committee to the Lord Chancellor and the Rule 
Committee of Judges, and promises were given that they should be 
carefully considered, yet the new rules and scales were issued withoat 
any previous opportunity being afforded for the consideration of them 
in draft. 

The Public Trustee Bill—In the month of February the committee were 
informed that it was the intention of the Government to introduce a 
Public Trustee Bill, and that it was likely that the measure would receive 
the support of the Opposition. The Council of the Incorporated Law 
Society of the United Kingdom were invited to offer suggestions which 
might enable the Government to introduce the Bill in a form which would 
not be open to the objections which had been urged to the Public Trustee 
Bill introduced in the preceding session. Accordingly a draft Bill was 
prepared under the direction of the council for consideration in consulta- 
tion with the provincial law societies. This Bill appeared to the com- 
mittee to be most objectionable, and to shew the impossibility of making 
any suggestions which would remove the difficulties pointed out in the 
committee’s report, a copy of which was appended to the annual report of 
1890. Accordingly it was resolved that a determined opposition should be 
offered to any measure for the appointment of a public trustee. A 
circular was issued to the Council of the Incorporated Law Society of the 
United Kingdom, and to the provincial law societies. The president 
and vice-president were requested to attend an adjourned meeting 
summoned by the Council of the Incorporated Law Society of the United 
Kingdom. The meeting was largely attended, and in the result resolu- 
tions were passed in accordance with the views entertained by the com- 
mittee. These views also found acceptance at the meeting of the 
Associated Provincial Law Societies held on the i9th of February. No 
Bill was introduced, but the matter is one which will require the closest 
watchfulness in the future. 


LAW STUDENTS’ JOURNAL. 
INCORPORATED LAW SOCIETY. 
Ilonouns EXAMINATION. 
Noveraber, 1892. 
At the examination for honours of candidates for admission on the roll 
of solicitors of the Supreme Court, the examination committee recom- 
mended the following as being entitled to honorary distinction :— 


(In the opinion of the committee the standard attained by the candidates 
does not justify the issue of any first class list.) 


Seconp Cuass. 
[In Alphabetical Order. ] 


George Dayrell Callender, who served his clerkship with Mr. Joseph H. 
Stretton, of London ; and Mr. George Herbert Newman, of the firm of 
Messrs. Stretton, Hilliard, Dale, & Newman, of London. 

William Glasgow, who cerved his clerkship with Messrs. Simpson, North, 
& Johnson, of Liverpool; and Messrs. Wynne, Holme, & Wynne, of 
London. 

Arthur William Page, who served his clerkship with Mr. William Day 
Watts, of Bristol. 

Francis McNeil Rushforth, who served his clerkship with Messrs. Rob- 
bins, Billing, & Co., of London. 

Harold Thomas Stevenson, B.A., who served his clerkship with Messrs. 
Pontifex, Hewitt, & Pitt, of London. 

Charles North Wright, who served his clerkship with the Rt. Hon. 
Henry Hartley Fowler, M.P., of the firm of Messrs. Fowler & Langley, 
of Wolverhampton ; and Mr. Heury John Smith, of the firm of Mesers. 
Miller, Smith, & Bell, of London. 


Tuirp Crass. 
[Im Alphabetical Order.] 


Allen Bathurst, who served his clerkship with Mr. Harry Woodward, of 
the firm of Messrs. Ravenscroft, Hills, & Woodward, of London. 

Vernon Reilly Cockerton, who served his clerkship with Mr. Frank 
Swetnam Goodwin, of Bakewell; and Messrs. Woodcock, Ryland, & 
Parker, of London. 

William James Gandy, who served his clerkship with Mr. Algernon 
Fletcher, of the firm of Messrs. A. & J. E. Fletcher, of Northwich. 

Alfred David Levi, who served his clerkship with Mr. Lewis Emauuel, of 
the firm of Messrs. Emanuel & Simmons, of London. 

Walter Robbs, who served his clerkship with Mr. Decimus Mallet Robbs, 
of the firm of Messrs. Robbs & Forrest, of Gainsborough; and with 
Messrs. Collyer-Bristow, Russell, & Hill, of London. 

Herbert Simpson, who served his clerkship with Mr. James Thorp Hincks, 
of the firm of Messrs. Hincks & Keites, of Leicester. 

Ronald Japheth Tickle, who served his clerkship with Mr. Japheth 
Tickle, of London. 

Frederick Joseph Tootell, who served his clerkship with Mr. Thomas 
John Broad, of Watford; and Messrs. Bower, Cotton, & Bower, of Lon- 
don. 

The Council of the Incorporated Law Society have accordingly awarded— 

To Mr. Page—*‘ The John Mackrell Prize ’’ —value about £12 10s. 

And have given class certificates to the candidates in the second and 
third classes. 

Eighty-six candidates gave notice for the exami:ation. 
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LAW STUDENTS’ SOCIETIES. 

Law Srupgnts’ Denatine Socrery.—Dec. 20.—Mr. Clarence Harcourt in 
the chair. Mr. Archer M. White opened the debate, and moved: ‘‘ That 
this society is of opinion that music halls, as at present conducted, are 
detrimental to public morals.’’ Mr. H. M. Giveen opposed. The follow- 
ing gentlemen also spoke :— Messrs. W. M. Wi ouse, Brownjohn, 
Brinkworth, Herbert Smith, Burgess (manager of the ‘‘ Royal”? -Music 
Hall), and McDougall ( (London County Council). Mr. White replied. 
The motion was lost. 


NEW ORDERS, &c. 
COMPANIES (WINDING-OP). 
Mr. Justice VaveHan WILLIAMs. 
Notice. 

By orders of the Lord Chancellor, dated the 16th and 19th of December, 
1892, the following actions have been transferred to the Honourable Mr. 
Justice Vaughan Williams, sitting as an additional judge in the Chancery 
Division :— 





Mr. Justice Currry. 
In re Edward Jennings Blunt Devonshire v George Newman & Co, ld 
1892 B 5,759 
Mr. Justice Nort. 
Hicks & anr v The House and Land Investment Trust, ld, and The Real 
Estates Co,ld 1892 H 4,247 


[TRANSFER OF ACTIONS, 


The following is a list of the actions for trial with witnesses transferred 
to Mr. Justice Wright (sitting as an additional judge of the Chancery 
Division), by order dated the 22nd of December, 1892 :— 


Hunt v Parry Inre Parry, dec Hunt v Parry act (restored) 

Attorney-General v Fareham Guardians adj sums with wits, by order 
\2nd day of sittings) 

In re Santa Rosalie del Carmen Mexican Co, ld, & Co’s Acts motn with 
wits by order 

London Trust Co, ld v Mackenzie act (Jan 16) 

Forrest v Walker act 

Hollender v Hunt act 

Anderson v Edgbaston Brewery Co, ld act 

Robson v Steriline, ld act 

Mantell v Mantell act & 3rd party notice 

Wright v Walford act 

Morley v Loughnan act (Jan 16) 

Stephenson v Christian act 

Avard vy Avard act 

Pearson v Union Bank of Manchester York City & County Banking Co v 
Pearson acts 

In re Lougbnan, dec Dalgety & Co v Russell Howell act for trial and 
adj sums in In re Loughnan, dec, Howell v Harting by order May 
28, 1890 

Luck v Williamson act 

Clarke v Mills act 

Bartlett v Sarl act & motn for judgt 

Jones v Pim, Vaughan, & Co act 

In re Kennett, dec Measomv Amey claim of H T Crawter with cross- 
examination on affidavits, by order 

Corrugated Paper Packing Co, ld v Speight act 

Stuttard v Beaumont act 

In re Gilbert, dec Parry v Doyle adj sums, with acts, by order 

Hart v Hill act 

Carr v Timlin act 

In re Hall, dec Hall v Hall act 

Ross v Allen act 

In re Brown, dec Sleeman v Brown act 

Barnett v Barnett act & motn for judgt 

ae v Cresswell act 

Huntley v Curry act 

Middleton v Drake act 

Powell v London & Provincial Bank, 1d act 

Armitage v Armitage act 

In re The Eddystone Marine Insurance Co, 1d (settlement of list of con- 
tributories) Ex parte J & H Greenaway C. C. Cert. No. 19 

Simpson v Cargill act (8S. O. until depositions filed) 

In re Stanley, dec Stanley v Burchell act 

MacLean v Griffin act 

In re Grimley, dec Grimley v Grimley act 

Hewitt v Gater act 

Want v Campain act 

Asten v Asten act 

Brodhurst v Aarons Reefs, ld act 

Corrall v Pilkington act 

Kayler v Batson act 

In_re Petroleum Wells of Germany Syndicate, ld & Co’s Acts Expte J. M. 
Henderson motn for removal of name from register, with wits, by order 

In re Fish, dec Bennett v Bennett act 

Saunders v Ross act 

Monarch Investment Building Soc v Grundy act 

Baring v Overton act 





LEGAL NEWS. 
OBITUARY. 

His Honour Judge Macxonocuis, jadge of the County Court Circuit 
No. 55, died this week at ar He was @ son of Colonel 
Mackonochie, of the East India Company’s Service, and was~born in 
1823. He became a Scotch advocate in 1 , and in 1855 was called to the 
English bar and joined the Western Circuit.’ He was a revising barrister 
from 1873 to 1888, and Recorder of Winchester from 1880 to 1888. 


—_— 


APPOINTMENTS. 

Mr. G. Hizton Lewis, soliciter, of Ilfracombe, has been appointed a 
Commissioner for . 

Mr. James Vatenting Avstin has been oagelnted Pad a of County 
Court Circuit No. 54 (Bristol), in succession to tcalfe. Mr. 
—_ was called to the bar in 1876, and has Sacatioe’ on the Western 
Circuit. 

The Hon. Griivert Cotgrtpex has been appointed Assistant Master in 
the Crown Office Department of the Supreme Court. 

Mr. Tuomas Ricuarpson Kemp, Q.C., has been appointed Recorder of 
the City of Norwich. 


Mr. Monracvus Jounstone Murm Mackenzie has been appointed Recorder 
of the borough of Deal. 





CHANGES IN PARTNERSHIPS. 
Disso.vtion. 


Rovext Fuepertcx Sisson and Oriver Georce, solicitors (Sisson & 
George), St. Asaph and Rhyl. Dec. 14. [ Gazette, Dec. 16. 


GENERAL. 
Mr. Justice Mathew left town for Dublin on the 16th inst. 


The Daily Telegraph says that Sir Francis Jeune, President of the Pro- 
bate, Divorce, and ‘Admiralty Division, has accepted the office of Judge 
Advocate-General under the present Government. The appointment is 
merely temporary. It was similarly held by a distinguished predecessor 
of the existing President, Lord Stowell. 


The St. James’s Gazette saya that a sheriff’s court was held at Stafford 
this week to assess the damages in an action brought by the wife of a 
butcher at Wolverhampton ry te a pork butcher of the same place. 
It was alleged that the defe Publicly accused the plaintiff of 
unchastity. The case was sine at g the first in which proceedings 
had been taken under the Slander of Women Act, 1891, which provides 
that words spoken or published imputing unchastity or ‘adultery to any 
woman or girl shall not require special damage to render them actionable. 
The jury awarded the plaintiff £50 damages. 


The St. James’s Gazette says that ‘‘ Yet another Mr. George Lewis will 
carry on the tradition of the famous Ely-place firm. Mr. George Lewis 
well remembers and often recounts to his favourite clients how he used to 
go down to court and watch his father conduct a case, and wonder if he 
a ever be able to do it; and he recalls how his father came down and 
watched him conduct his first caec. It has been his especial pleasure 
during the Jast two years to be accompanied by his own son since he left 
Cambridge.”’ 





BIRTHS, MARRIAGES, AND DEATHS. 


BIRTHS. 

Ovcers.—Dee, 21, at Savile House, Fitsjohn's-avenue, Hampstead, N.W., the wife of W. 
Blake barrister-at-law. , of & 

Ponsrorp.—Dee. 16, at Ranmore, The Bank, Highgate, the wife of Arthur Ponsford, solici- 


tor, of a daughter 
aun ae. 
Mpuasen— Seam eg a Christ Church, Forest-hill, 8. ney Base + myn a P mang 5 
barrister, of the Inner Tem; gy ti gg D ughter of the 
Todd, D-D., of Foresthill. —— 


Mavp.—Deec. 16, at Withersfield, Suff Wilnn Ms of 15 nal Ley i-place, Bryan- 
ston-square, barrister-at-la w, saat, Bury 8. Eanunds ; seat i, 


Waanyinxe TO intenpine House Puncuasers & Lessees.—Before purchasing or renting 
a house have the pa ar, examined an ann, from The 
Westminster (Estab 1870), who aleo undertake the Veutilation of Offices, &e.—[Apvr.] 





WINDING UP NOTICES. 
London Gazette.—Faipay, Dec. 16. 
JOINT STOCK COMPANIES. 
Lourep ux Cuayncery. 
Boornman’s, lames-—Paie on, ia g up, ed Dec 13, ong LA be heard on 
Jeckeon & Jackson, Linesier 


Jan 11. solors for petners. N. ee ae 
ing must reach the *abovenntued not later than 6 clock in the afternoon of Jan 


ry Vicronta Horet Co, Linrren—Creditors ae, = © or before = to 
send their names and the particulars rs of their pe mae hy 
Seneca Sevens Ser Beadfond. Taylor Taylor & Co, Bradford, solors for liquida- 
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C. M. Taytor’s Parent Borrirxe Co, Luntep (New Company)—Creditors are req vary 
or. or before Jan 31, to send their names and addresses, and the particulars of their debts 
or claims, to Thomas Turketine, 194, Coleman st 


FRIENDLY SOCIETY goo -VED. 
TerninGton Faienviy Society, King William Inn, Terrington St Clement, near Lynn, 
Norfolk. Dec 13 


London Gazette.—Tvuesray, Dec. 20 
JOINT STOCK COMPANIES 
Limitep 1y CHuaycery. 
Rayxey, Exus, & Co, Linrrep—Petn for winding up, presented Dec 14, directed to be 
heard on Wednesday, Jan 11. Bolton & Co, Temple gdns, solors for petners. Notice of 
appearing must reach the abovenaiwed not later than 6 o'clock in the afternoon of Jan 10 


Usiimirep 1s CHancery. 

Kewt ano Surrey Perwayent Beyerit Buitptxa Sociery.—Cteditors are required, on or 
before Jan 31, to send their names and addresses, and the particulars of their debts or 
claims, to William Henry Pannell, 31, Green’s end, Woolwich. Burn & Berridge, Old 
Broad st, solors for liquidator 


CREDITORS’ NOTICES. 
UNDER ESTATES IN CHANCERY. 
Last Day or Craim. 
ondon Gazette.—Fripay, Dee. 13. 

Haves, James, Blackburn, okeesan Jan. 10. Murray v Highton, Registrar, Preston 

Needham, Blackburn 
Looxer, Beysamiy, ee Hill, Surrey, Brick Manufacturer. Jan. 14. Freeman v 

L noker, Kekewich, J. Peter de Lande Long, Lincoln’s inn fields 
Wasoy, THOMAS, Clifton, Bristol,Gent Jan. 14 Zabanski v Wason, Rezistrar, Liver 

pool Frodsham, Liverpool 


London Gazette.—Frivay, Dec. 16. 
Dy ms Jou Wi..iam, Gosport, Licensed Victualler. Jan 18, Uglow v Darby, North, J. 
yard & Pearce, Devonport . 

Shenae x, Witi1am, Seaforth, Lancaster. Jan 16. Stuart v Stuart, Registrar, Liver- 
pool. Ayrton, Liverpool 

Nassav, D’Arcy Nassav, Baron’s Court rd, West Kensington. Jan 12. Gilbert v 
Kirby, Chitty, J. Dunster & Chapman, Henrietta st. Cavendish sd 

Suvuty, Fraycis, Chertsey, Surrey. Jan 7. Keen v Shurly, North, J. Kent, Lincoln's 
inn fields 


UNDER 22 & 23 VICT. CAP. 35. 
Y 


r oF CLAIM. 
London Gazette.—Frivay, Dec. 9, 


Axcitort, Denys, St Mary axe, Merchant Jan 14 Freshfields & Williams, Bank bldgs 





Bagxanp, Evizaveru Ans, Panfield, Essex Jan 31 Cunnington & Co, Braintree 


Bircuit, Basi Herne Harree, Eastbourne, formerly Capt in H M Army Jan 21 
Bannister & Co, John st, Bedford row 

Bowpes, Rosext, Minehead, Somerset, Boot Maker Dec 25 Hole, Minehead 

Brooks, Breysauix, Spring Grove, Isleworth, Solicitor Feb 1 Peake, Mitre court 
chmbrs, Temple, and Houns! ~ 

Burcu, Crear, Willes rd, Kentish Town, Timber Merchant Jan21 Ellis & Co, Basing- 
hall st 

Bernows, Wittiam, Orford, Suffo'k Jan 31 Southwell & Fry, Saxmundham 


Busroy, Evwarp, Lronbridge, Salop, Brick Manufacturer Jan 5 Osborne, Shifnal 

Caress, Tuomas, Hereford, Ironmonger Dec 24 Gwynne & Co, Hereford 

Cray, Anye, Boston, Spa, Yorks Jani14 Simpsons & Denham, Leeds 

Coorgr, Wittiam Evwarp, Wenham Parva, Suffolk, Farmer Feb6 Jackaman & Sons, 

pswich 

Coutraurst, Mary Ameta, Gargrave, Yorks Dee 31 Chambers & Chambers, Brig- 
house 

Davis, Joux Mortimer, Stone bldgs, Lincoln’s inn, Barrister at Law Dec 31 AF 
R W Tweedie, Lincoln’s inn fields 

Densis, Witttam Heyny, Barnstaple, Gent Jan 12 Bencraft & Bosson, Barnstaple 


Ex.isox, James, Macclesfield, Clerk in Holy Orders Jan 10 Barelay & Taylor, 


Macclestield : : 
Poems. Sao as, Nazing, Essex, Licensed Victualler Jan 15 Spence & Co, 
GILLuAM, ALYRED Morcax, Liverpool rd, Islington, Gent Jan10 Alleyne & Co, Ton- 
bridge ; 


Guittaume, Many, New rd, Wandsworth rd Jan 14 Guillaume Bros, Salisbury sq 

Hance, Cuarves Esexezen, St George's ter, Lower Edmonton, Surgeon Jan 20 Cooke, 
Coleman st 

Hauriey, James, Rochdale, Wheelwright Jan10 Standring & Co, Rochdale 

Hemswortn, Henry WittiamM, Albion rd, Stoke Newington, Esq Jan10 Plaskitt, Lin- 
coln’s inn fields 

Hixpie, Hassan, Woolford, Bury Dec17 Butcher & Barlow, Bury 

Hop«esox, Jouy, Rochdale, Beerseller Jan1 Brierley & Hudson, Rochdale 

Isaacs, Soromon, Gravel lane, Houndsditch, Hat Manufacturer Jan 30 Levirton, Duke 
st, Aldgate 

Lewis, Jaye, Exeter Jan6 Daw & Son, Exeter 

Loo, Exiza, Stanley rd, Ball Pond’srd, Dalston Jan 16 Hubbard & Co, Cannon st 

Lvecock, Saran, Birtley, Durham Jan 10 Bird, Newcastle upon Tyne 





Massixetos, Exvizaveru Avy, Brighton Jan 3i Hilberys, 4, South sq, Gray’s iun 


Miveé ey, Jous James, Heath Charnock, Lancs, Farmer Jan 20 Cotman & Son, Preston 
O’Neit, Excex, Alexandra rd, Hornsey Jan5 Ellis & Co, Colleze hill 
Poixapestre, Eowarv Ginss, Waterloo pl, Pall Mall, Wine Merchant Jan 10 Keays, 
arles st, St. James’ 
here ‘seme ed Navataw Ap Joan, Liverpool, Physician Jan 14 Bartley & Bird, 
av 
Roserts, Estues, Griffithstown, Mon Feb9 Bythway & Son, Px mtypool 





Saxprorp, Dororny Evita, née Wesruacorr Jan7 Gwynne Griffith & Capper, Lin- 
coln’s inn fields and Ramsgate 
Saxt, Witt1am, Burslem, Staffs Dec 23 Ellis, Burslem 


Scort, Jane, Aberystwyth Jan 10 Smith & Co, Aberystwyth 

Sxinver, Witiiam, Pimlico rd, Baker Jan 31 Wrentmore & Son, Bedford row 

Swurrn, Geonce, St George, Glos, Builder Feb9 Atchley, Bristol 

Surtu, Many Louisa Suaw, Gordon rd, Ealing Feb 1 Peake, Mitre court chmbre, | 
Temple, and Hounslow : 


| ‘Terny, James, High st, Shadwell, Licensed Victualler: Jan 16 Hubbard & Co, Cannon st 

Tuvrstuy, Jouy, Sutton Valence, Kent, Gent Jani Hallett & Co, Ashford 

Turrty, Ricuarp, Birdlip, nr Cheltenham, Innkeeper Jan 10 Ticehurst & Son, Cheltea- 
ham 


Turner, Epwiy Sacer, Rochdale, Printer Jan10 Looker, Rochdale 

Uc.atuorxe, Fanny, Scarborough Jan 20 Tarnbull & Co, Scarborough 

Umyey, Any Mary, Leamington Spa Jan3 Roche, Daventry 

Wapy, Georcr, Brampton, Hunts, Farmer Jan2l Hunnybun & Sons, Huntin; gdon 
Waker, Davin, Liverpool, Architect Jan7 Miller & Williamson, Liverpool 

Waker, Exvizaneru, Ambleside, Westmrld Jan 31 Gatey, Ambleside 

Warren. Joan, Newport, Mon, Gent Jan i2 Lyne & Co, Newport, Mon 

bey oO Samvuet Lyx, Clifton, Bristol, Colour Manufacturer Dec 22 Pearson, 


Bristo 
Wi.kixsoy, Exizanern, Spring grove, Islesworth Jan 8 Sharpe & Co, New court, 
Carey st 


Wittiams, Evan Hannes, Craigfryn Deganwy,co Carnarvon Jan 9 Chamberlain & 
Johnson, Llandudno 

Wit.iams, Harry, Clerkenwell rd, Traveller June5 Waller & Sons, Coleman st 

Wywxe, Many Anne, Inverness terrace Feb1 Peake, Mitre court chmbrs, Temple, and 
Hounslow 

YeLLoLy, Joun, Clare, Suffolk, Clerk in Holy Orders Jan2 Rix, Beccles 


London Gazette.—Turspay, Dec. 13. 

Asu, Mary, Wolverhampton Jan10 Gatis, Wolverhampton 

Avery, Exizasetn Harriett, Plymouth Dec 30 Lape, Plymouth 

Bapcock, Witttam Hewry, Crediton, Devon, Innkeeper Dec 31 Smit’: & Co., Crediton 

Bexsox, Wittiam Kinsy Poore, Oxford st,.Cigar Merchant Jan 31 Baker & Nairne, 
Crosby sq 

Brearcey, Amewia, Halifax Jan 31 Jubb & Co, Halifax 

Bruicham, Hannan, Malton, Yorks Jan 14 Richardson & Ridge, Malton 

Cyniax, Jutivs Tuvovor Freipricu, Coleman st, Merchant Jan 31 Munns & Longdepn, 
Old Jewry 

Davies, Euma Frances, Ditcheat, Somerset Jan 31 M-ade & Co, Bristol 

Davis, Cuarces Aveustus, Stamford hill, Gent Jan 31 Wainwright & Bailli+, Staple inn 

ane ye Amprost, Brunswick pl, City rd, Builder Jan 18 Mills, Brunswick 
pl, City rd 

Ex.icert, Saran Ayn, Hickling st, Rotherhithe Jan 13 Beaumont & Co, Chancery lane; 
Paine & Brettell, Chertsey, Surrey 

Finru, Mary Ann Brear, Halifax Jan31 Jubb & Co, Halifax 

Gippons, Carouine, Glaskin rd, Well st, Hackney Dec 31 Rooks & Co, King st, Cheap- 
side 

Gites, Siserta Marrua, Clapham Common Feb1 Williamson & Co, Sherborne lane 

Green, Cuarces Dymoxe, St Alban’s, Esq Jan 31 Tanqueray, Woburn, Beds 

Guntuorre, Mancarer Anne, Holland rd, Kensingten Jan2{ Tasker, Great Queen st 

Hearn, Geonce, Colchester, Grocer’s Stockman Jan Jones, Colchester 

Hitt, Micuart James, Gt Crosshall st, Liverpool Jan 5 Sunter, Liverpool 

Ho rt, Tuomas, Rochdale, Machinist Jan 24 Addleshaw & Warburton, Manchester 

Hower, Rosext, Wellington row, Bethnal grn, Engineer Jan 15 R Howe and J T 
Dormer, 96, Wellington row, B-thnal grn 

Learner, Marcaretra Saran, Woodbridge, Suffolk Jan 10 Lowndes & Co, Liverpool 

Neiit, Georce Pererxiy, Birkenheal Jan2l Cleaver & Co, Liverpool 

Neways, Georce Gianvitte, Brighton, Gent Feb1 Livesay & Co, Brighton 

Povatt, Tuomas, Caerleon, Mon, Ex-Sergeant of Police Jan 20 Liewellin, Newport, 
Mon 

Powe.., Henny, Leinster sy, Bayswater, Clerk in Holy Orders Feb2 HP & RE Bart- 
ley, Somerset st, Portman sq 

Rosinsoyx, Lawsox Rovixsox, St George st, Wholesale Grocer Jan 20 Stones & Co, 
Finsbury circus 

Suaw, James Tuomrsoy, Collingham gardens, South Kensington, Merchant Jan 12 
John Dinnen and Archibald Murray, 39, King William st 

SunpvERLAND, Antuony, Goole, Yorks, Butcher Jan11 England & Son, Goole 

TayLevur, Henrierra Frances, Wincanton, Somerset Feb 1 Bell & Fream>, Gilliog- 
ham, Dorset ‘ 

Turner, Susanna, Heslington, Yorks Jan2l1 Nicholson, York 

Twixine, Georce Brewster, ae Grange, Suffolk, Clerk in Holy Orders Jun 17 
Beachcroft & Co, Theobald’s rd 


Ververs, WiLLiAm Rosisson, Alnwick, Northumbrld, Timber Merchant Jan31 Hind- 
marsh, Alnwick 

Witxiss, Cecir Wray Byrne, Nice, France, Esq Jan 21 Bannister & Co, John st, Bedford 
row 

Wi.soy, Henry Jous, Hemingford rd, Barnsbury FebsS Pownall & Co, Staple inn 

Youne, Tuomas, Florence st, New Cross Jan 2i Greenep, Wvolwich 


London Gaszette.—Fuivay, Dee, 16. 


AsceLt, Maurice Cuawcovur, Capetown, Ostrich Feather Merchant Jan 31 Sydney, 
Finsbury cir . 
Basrox, Carnaniyxe, Norton st, Liverpool Feb1 Morecroft & Co, Liverpool 


| Bexserr, Simoy, Brierley hill, Staffs, Builder Jan 8 Homer, Brierley hill 


Bucuanan, Cuarces Sippavp, Cyprus, Assistant Commissary General of Ordnance Jan 
31 Nicholson & Crouch, Lancaster pl, Strand 


} Camrvet, Wittiam, Starbeck, Yorks, Innkeeper Feb1 England, Halifax 
| Cuambras, Exiza, Nottioghain Jan16 Green & Williams, Nottingham 


Crakk, Exizanera, Sparkbrook, Birmingham Feb1 Small, Buckingham 

Crossy, Bannan, Sydenham rise, Forest hill Feb 1 Turner & Hacon, Leadenha'l st 
Dixey, Jous, Messing, Essex, Farmer Jan 30 Pope & Co, Colchester 

Dymoxp, Tuomas Kirrow, Southampton, Gent Jan 23 Hallett, Southampton 
Evans, Tuomas, Beverley, Yorks, Boot Dealer Jan 20 Whiteing, Beverley 

Evans, Tuomas Merrerr, Knighton, Leicester, Esq Jan 31 Hanby & Co, Leicester 


Frienp, ae Horsted Keynes, Sussex, Miller Jan10 Pearless & Sons, East Grin- 
steac 


| Gaines, Georae, King st, Coveat garden, Herbalist Jani17 Starling & Giblett, Gray’s 


inn sq 
Gipson, Joun Row.anp, Russell eq, Bloomsbury, F.R.C.S. Eng. Feb 1 Crossman & 
! Prichard, Theobald’s zd, Gray’ s inn 
GuLvINa, Tuomas, Downham, Isle of Ely, Shocmeuker Jan 28 Archer & fon, Ely 
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Hawwan, James, Norfolk rd, Dalston, Gent Jan 31 Gresham & Co, Old Jewry chmbrs 
Hargrwicn, Wri114m, Old Chariton, Kent, Secretary to Spanish Royal Naval Commission 
inEngland Jan 12 Gresham st 


’ 


Haxwortn, Mary, Darfield, Yorks Jan 30 Raley & Son, Barnsley 
Huw, Hexry Watrer, Surgeon Lieut Col, St Heliers, Jersey Jan 15 Argles & Co, 
Gracechurch st . 


Hitt, Joux James, Birmingham, Gent Jani4 Buller & Cross, Birmingham 


Home, Henry, Norfolk sq, Bayswater, C.B., retired Colonel 
hampton st, Strand 


Ross, Tuomas, Sutton, Y¥ 
March 


Jan 28 Lewin & Co, South- 


Pratt, Henry, Stalybridge, Lancs, Carter Jan 25 Whitehead, Stalybridge 
Part, Josepu, Stalybridge, Tobacconist Jan 25 \Whitehead, Stalybridge 
Pratt, Saran Jaws, Stalybridge Jan 25 Whitehead, Stalybridge 
Porxrss, CHaRies Wit11Am, College st, Camden town Jan 18 Donaldson, Bedford row 


30 Rollit & Sons, Hull 
Russet, Tuomas, Purton, Wilts, Esq Feb 16 Russell & Co, Coleman st a 
Sonwacer, Faepertcx WritraM, Coronel, Chili Feb1 Morecroft & Co, Liverpool 


Peceatng Daeiee of Uhl Basten Bepery On, Se 


Jackson, James Dommerr, aed rd, Finsbury park, Manager of a Brick Co Jan 11 | grepyens, Francis Pee aren, Wilton pl, Belgrave sq, Esq Feb1i c. & CE. 


Price & Sons, Walbroo! 
Jenkins, Maria, Hastings Jan 30 Philcox, Burwash 


ne, Bae Axyz, Rodborough, Glos Jan 21 W Chandler, Woodhouse Farm, Rod- 


h, Stroud 


Lamport, Mary, Rumboldswhyke, Sussex Jan10 Raper & Co, Chichester 
Latra, James Campseit, West Kirby, co Chester, Cork Merchent Jan 15 North & Co, 


Liverpool 


Lowes, Wiiuram, Haltwhistle, Northumbrid, Farmer Janis Baty, Hexham 
McAurrvz, Rosert Moors, Hertford st, Mayfair, Major Royal Horse Guards Jan 10 


Needham, New inn 


Newsome, Cuartes, Dewsbury, Woollen Manufacturer Jan 31 Scholefield & Son, 
Dewsbury 


Parxer, Francis, Roecliffe, Yorks, Farmer Dec 31 Gilling, Knaresbrough and Harrogate 
Panmec., Matruew Jonny, West Hanningfield, Essex, Gent Jan23 Duffield & Bruty, 
Chelmsford 


BANKRUPTCY - NOTICES. 
London Gasette.—Faipay, Dec. 16. 
pre pee ORDERS. 


Axep, Wit.1am, Macclesfi Mineral Water Manufac- 
2 turer Maccleaticl id "Pot Deo , A, Dec 12 
ARKER, ry Ewity, een, Surrey, Widow 
Wandsworth Pet Dec10 Ord Dee 10 : 
Bane, Ses on Helen’s Junction, Lancs, Physi- 
v 


Dec 18 Ord Dec 
Beevers, Ropert, Leeds, Vocalist aoa Pet Dec 12 
B bg bes ~ Bassaleg. M Gost 
ISHOP ee. =) Merchant Newport, 
Mon Pet Dec 14 Ord Dec 


Biancuarp, Jouy, St can 8 - Bromley b yy Con- 
a a a = Dec 12 Ord 

BRAS, THOMAS, ss itrand, Scrivener High Court 
me Pec my nag bnogh * 

THWAY, Epwin, late of Wisbech 8t of El 
a Farmer King's or Reg Pet = ‘lien ™ 

RucE, Mary Lanapon ent ndom, Milline High 
‘ Cor — Pet = 22 Dee 13 a 

RNs, WiLLiam THomas, Open Staffs, Tail - 

ford Pet Dee 10. Ord Dec 10°" seer bai 

Cunistiz, WiLL1AM, Friern rd, Bast ee Watchmaker 
s ag rms pty 17. Ord Dec 1 

urTis, ALFRED, late Gloucester rd, Rogent’s park, late 
bmaste Hig Court Pet Nov 19 Ord Dee 18 


oy pape 
High Court Pet Dee 14 Ord 
Duee “Wattam Luton, Beds, ~ ed Hat cites 
ns Luto: be, Jaxes Hon Ord Dee 1 
DMONDS, JAMES BERT Falmouth, Bak Truro 
Dec 13 Ord Dec 13 ” ons sti 


Grecory, "Jans ee Nottingham, Baker Notting- 
ham Pet Dec13 Ord Dec 1 3 ting 


Hatt, Bhat Norwich, } ~ Norwich Pet 
Dec2 Ord Dec 13 . 


Heppox, Henry, Borough, Bridgerule W Cornwall, 
Farmer Barnstaple Pet Dec 14 Ord Dee 1 
Maneeh Joun pay on Thames, Carrier Reading Pet 


9 
Hi, canes Gave Savoy 13 Ora Des 4 Operatic Artiste High 


on Jouy, fre Cai Dra; Carmar- 

* om Pet Decl Ord = 7 iss 

ONES 1Lu14M, Hanley, Butcher Hanley Pet Dec 12 
Ord Dec 12 760 


Marti, Cuantes Ervest, Not ham, Grocer Notting- 
ham Pet Dec12 Ord Dec se 
Maw, Tuomas, North Shields, Cab Proprietor Newcastle 
on Tyne Pet Decl Ord Dec 10 
Merrvrig.p, Tron Walder-hare, Kent, Farmer Can- 
“ teri Pet Dec 14 Tea he 4 
ILLER, JOSIAH, — ae, Cabinet Maker 
High Court Pet 12 Ord Dec 1 
Mrroue.., CHar.es, Feeperick 3 el and Hezex1an 
MirTcHg.L. > Yorks, Worsted Coating Manu- 
facturers, Bradford Pet Dec13 Ord Dec 13 
Nosie, WitLiam os, + mee Upholsterer 
> abo» pg pec w Crodon 
ATTERSON, Sana Hannan, West mn Hang- 
ing man Croydon Pet Dec9 0: ‘he 
nr Re age Gardener Bir- 
- gs Pet Deo is w Dec ae 
HODES, Jack, Ossett, Yorks, Tailor wsbury Pet Dec 
13 ‘Ord Dec 13 
Ruuxeton, Joux, Pickworth, im, senate Farmer 
N Pet Dec 14 ‘Ord Des 
Russet, Epwarp, —— on the Hill, , St Albans 
Pet Dec 12 Ord Dec 1 
Ryz, Gzorcs Tomas, Bailey’s hill, nr Sevenoaks, Kent, 
. a bopraag 4 hag Rone — . Ord Dec 14 
ALTER, WiLLiaM, Ta vi utcher East Stone- 
house Pet Dec 2 octtee 13” 
Srock, Coasies Jony, Ra Provision Dealer Can- 
ge beng gt 0 ~ 10 s 
DDADY ILLIAM COLLETT, nating Leeds, 
Leeds Pet Dee l4 Ord Dec 1 ” f 


Taomas, Davin WILiiam, Cndanton juxta Barry, Glam, 
* Joiner — ~~ wong ad Ord Le 

HomaAssin, CLEMENT Davin, Sout w, Bloomsbury 

Portmanteau Manufacturer Court’ Pet Dec 12 


Ord Dec 12 





Gwilt, Duk Duke st, A 











Trestx, Frank, and Witi1am Terese, late Upper a 
qalingt late Fruiterers High Court Pet Dec 12 


Watxer, Watrer, Filey, Yorks, Assistant to Aérated 
Water Manufacturer Scarborough Pet Dec 14 Ord 


Ween, ae Haycock, Leeds, late Grocer Leeds Pet 
W ay ge 4 Grocer 8 Pa Dee 12 
est, Samu’ wansea Pe 
Ord Dec 2” 


Wricecieswortn, Frevericxk Srepxex, Kidderminster, 
Grocer Kidderminster Pet Dec 13 Ord Dec 13 


FIRST MEETINGS. 


AsuTon Capea a ag nite 
Dealer Dec ati XR bids 
Bieakey, _. FRankLin, an 1 Avra ay 
4 Cotton 8 — Dee 23 at Exchange 
Hotel, Nicholas st, 
Bos.ey, Yr, Hrxoenr Epwarp, a Pemarth, Glam, Grocer Dec 30 
at 2 


Off Rec, 29, Queen st, Cardiff 
Bray, Davip Hesry, Ponty; wad, Glam, Confectioner 


Dec 23 at3 Uff Rec, M Tydfil 

Bromrise.p, J Coury, Threadneedle st, Engineer Dec 23 at 
2.30 Bankruptcy bldgs, Carey 

wae es Aintree, nr Ecoet. Lem 4 Dealer Dec 
2 at3 Off Ree, 35, Victoria st, fy a : 

Brows, Ai Ae South Hylton, nr Sunderland, Rivet 
Manufacturer Dec 23 at 2.30 Off Rec, 25, John st, 
Sunderland 

seer Wituram Tuomas, Penkridge, or Tailor Jan 12 
at2 Off Reo, St Martin’s , Stafford 

CuamBers, ALFrep, Reading Smith Dec 23 at 12 

Off Rec, 95, Temple chmbrs, Teraple avenue 

Cooper, Joun Bartuert, Bryanston st, t, Edgware rd, Coffee 
house Keeper Dec 23 at 11 Bankruptcy bldgs, Carey 


street 
Corram, baw Waattey, Bury, late Licensed Victualler 
Dee 23 at 10.30 16, Wood st, Bolton 
rd, Brixton, 5 cae Sey Dec 
Dean, Henry Bartox, Abergavenny, “Mon, Ironmonger 
Deo 2S at 12 Off Heo, Merthyr Tyatil 
Drxsoy, ALEXANDER Hamitton pper Bedford place Dec 
F qo P. dma! bidgs. Finsbury park, 
inLay, Wituiam Paton ’s 
Builder Dec 23 at 1 ” Bankry; Carey st 
ae | Faeperick, Long acre, B Dec 28 at 
Gwyruer, Joux , Pembs, Shipwright Jan 4 at 
2.15 emperance Pembroke Dock 
Heavens, Wiit1am Epwarp, Hindon st, Victoria station, 
Brass Founder Dec23at1i Bankruptcy bldgs, Carey 


street 
Issrrson, James Henny, Leeds, late Greengrocer Dec 23 
at 11’ Off Rec, 22, Park row, Leeds 


Jones, Ricuarp, Gadfa, Llantrisant, Anglesey, Farmer 
Jan 5 at 12 
a ae sen, m, Boot Dealer Dec 


Kynnersiey, sae, un, “on juxta Birmingham 
— Dec 30 .30 23, Colmore row, Birming- 
Layoiey, Wit1u14m Gerorcx, Liverpool, Insurance Clerk 
Dee 28 at 3.30 OF Res, 5, Vike S, Liverpool 
Marr, Wiviiam, late Innkeeper aes 23 at 12 
Of chmbrs, =, Sos 
Muis, Revsex, West 
or Ree, 25, 


ohn 
aot ER ee et Ome Be 


moters Dec 23at12 Bankru; pidge, Carey, 
Racciyrrs, Wittiam, High Cecnden wo, Wateh- 
maker Dec 23 at 2.30 eter bide iogind ie 
Mills sad 6p Co, Lim I Dass ot 11 Om Res, 
Rocers, ome Berbrcks Deck Dock, Licensed Victualler 
Jan Hall, Pembroke Dock 
Row, chewy , Grocer Dec 30 at 12 Off Reo, 29, 


= - st, Cardiff’ 
a#aRnP, Henry, Brockenhurst, Hants, 
of a aD saad Dec 23 at 12.30 Grand 


Rawstrox, Epowarp, Oldham. 
and 


Director 
Bourne- 


Siam Bixon, Mount Mountain Ash, Glam, Stoker Dec 23 at 2 





‘Merthyr Tydfil 











Syxes, James, Kingston upon Hull, Gent Feb15 Barker & Mayfield, Hull 

Tuomas, Luewe.iyy, Merthyr Tydfil, Fitter Janil Leigh, Cardiff 

Tourver, Jonx Comam, Barnstaple Feb) ‘Stallard & Turner, Bedford row 

Ververs, Writiam Rosiwsox, Alnwick; Northumbrid, Timber Merchant Jan 31 

Watson, Axx, Stanton st, Newcastle upon Tyne Jan 16 Davidson & Barker, Jarrow, 
South Shields 

Weer, Aus, Kingston upon Hull, Pawnbroker March 30 Rollit & Sons, Hull, and Mark 


Wuirs, Cuaruxs, Brighton Jan 25 Howlett & Clarke, Brighton 

Wriu18, Ausrosz, Hannington, Wilts, Farmer Jan 16 Elwell, Highworth 

Ween Sy Charibury, Oxon, retired Dealer Jan 31 Wilkins & Toy, Chipping 
01 


late Thomas st, Bucks row, fe 

Sinorr, oy Shoe San => - snow, Witenes 
, a Harrington rd, South 

— ‘Proprietor Der Sorat 11” Benkruptey Wigs, 

Summers, , ae Lower rd, Rotherhithe, Cheesemon- 

T oe ye ly Fe George st, a 

= Agent Dec 29 at 12 Bankruptey bidgs, 


Haulier Dec 29 at 11 23, 
oo. sont, Birmingham, 


rage ea 
Barker, Mary Emiuy, East Surrey, Widow 
B hole B hy Le Physician 
enay Baker, lens jncta, 
as 7 Pet Dec 13 Ord Dec 13 
Beevers, Rosert, Leeds, Vocalist Leeds Pet Dec 12 
Ord Dee 12 
Bisuor, Aubert, Danie, He Mon, Coal Merchant Newport, 
Mon Pet Dec 14 Ord Dec 14 +7 


Leonard rd, Bromley ay Ne Dam, Cer 
M L. Recent oe, Millinee High Court 
Bruce y Lanepon, 
Bu Pay Now 22 Ord Deo 18 Penkridge, Staffs, Tailor 
1Lu1aM Tomas, 
“Stat? ord Pet Dec 10 Ord Dee 10 


BLANCHARD, weigh G 


Davis, Joun, erst, Barnsbury, Commission Agent 
Pet Dec 14 Ord D-o 14 
Dawes, — , Solicitor Kidderminster 
Pet Nov Ord Dec 7 


Drwmmock, ta ot Luton, Beds, Straw Hat Manufacturer 
De Luton a en 13 Ord Dec 13 
TTERSALL, Accrington, General Draper 
Blackbur ‘Pet Oct td Ord Dec 12 
Duy«.ey, ALFRED, Cente Boot Manufacturer Leicester 
Pet Dec6 Ord Dec 


12 
Epmonps, James pant Falmouth, Baker Truro Pet 
Dec 12 Ord Dec 13 
Greeory, i oom Wiis, a, Baker Notting- 
ham Pet Dec138 Ord.Dec 


Ha Ep 
BRIS, WARD JAMES, Beneth “a Merchant 


Heppoy, Hewry, re West 
Pet Dec 14 Ord Deo 14 
Homes, ag yy , Herefordshire, Solicitor War- 
cester Pet 


13 Dec 6 
Gadfa, Liantrisant, Anglesey, Farmer 
Aide Ord Dec 14 


Lovo, Boman, Bridge aster” Fut Doe Ord Deo pel Dosis , Wheel- 


Ma Cuartes Exvest. 
RTIN, — Notting- 


Jonzs, Ricuarp, 


ScaRrporoven, warn Es a prea 
“— ee er 90 Dec 12 

Guopay, “Put Des le, Ord Deo M4 : oon 
eas > Davip Wi... ny ee eate Seay, Glam, 
Tucker, Henn Nutfield, Surrey, Gent Croydon 


Pet Oct 5 ‘Ord Deo 6 
Va Soe ee, Gilder Hastings Pet Dec 8 


W. W. Filey, ¥ Assistant to 
“Waite Maoufestarer"Sorborough et Dv 18 
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Watson, Hexny Haycock, Leeds, late Grocer Leeds Pet 
Ord Dec 12 
West, Samvet, Swansea, Grocer Swansea Pet Dc 12 
Ord Dee 12 


Wiitiams, Carourne, Welling, a, Market Gardener 
Rochester Pet Nov 24 Ord Dec 1 

Wiis, AaAA0, Rhyl, Bootmaker , aa Pet Nov 5 
Ord Dec 1 


el Frepericxk Sterurx, Kidderminster, 
Grocer Kidderminster Pet Dec 13 Ord Dee 13 


London Gazetie—Turspay, Dec. 2°. 
RECEIVING ORDERS. 


Armscoven, =e Waurer, Barry Dock, nr Cardiff, Tailor 
Cardiff’ Pet Dec 15 Ord Dec 15 

Asmusaee, tem Stocksmoor, b we Woollen Draper 
Huddersfield Pet Dec6 Ord Dec 1 

Batt, ey Worcester, Salsieer Worcester Pet 
Dec 16 Ord Dec 16 

Bartie, Frep, Leeds, Pork Butcher Leeds Pet Dec 15 
Ord Dee 15 


Bews, James Rawnpatz, Brownhills, Staffs, Farmer 
alsall Pet Dec13 Ord Dec 13 
Boorn, Henry, Romford, Essex, Builder Chelmsford Pet 
Dec 15 Ord Dec 15 


Boriy, Wit1t1am Powett, Yonge park, Holloway, late 
Hosier High Court Pet Dec 16 Ord Dec 16 

Bowes, Grorce, Gt Barugh, Yorks, Tailor Scarborough 
Pet Dec 16 Ord Dec 16 

Burpett, Revseyx, Brow Bridge, Greetland, nr Halifax, 
Publican Halifax Pet Dec 17 Ord Dec 1 

Brwarer, Jonny, a, Grocer Nottingham Pet 
Dec15_ Ord Dec 1 

Covemayx, WILLIAM, Clacton on Sea, Essex, Tobacconist 
Colchester Pet D.c17 Ord Dec 17 

Fry, Heway Wittiam, Fenchurch avenue, formerly Paint 
Manufacturer High Court Pet Dec 6 Ord Dec 16 

Garnuau, Davin Browy, Boscombe, co Southampton, 
Accountant Poole Pet Nov16 Ord Dec 16 

Gszper, Marx Woorstoy, Southtown next Great Yar- 
noe. Carter Great Yarmouth Pet Dec 15 Ord 

5 

Gispons, Gzonce, Birmingham, Baker Birmingham Pet 

Nov Ord Dec 13 


Guapwisn, James, Croydon, 4 Grocer’s Assistant 
Croydon Pet Dec13 Ord Dec 1 

Gairriras, Grorcr, Pontypridd, Glam, Builder Pontypridd 
Pet Dec 14 Ord Dec 14 

Harrison, Joun, Newcastle ~ saree Publican High 
Court Pet Oct28 Ord Dec 

ayes, Arcuer Samvuet, Waiton on the = Wine 

Agent High Court Pet Dec 16 Ord Dec 1 
Howes, messes Campsett, Change alley, Commission 
t High Court Pet Dec15 Ord Dec 15 

Hurcurxsoyn, Isratt, a Auckland, Miner Durham 
Pet Dec 15 Ord Dec 

James, Partie Rosy, Cardiff, —— Agent Ponty- 
pridd Pet Dec14 Ord Dec 1 

Jouys, Witiiam, Tonypandy, Giam, Grecer Pontypridd 

Seen > sp nedang) ~_ - 
LLY, Jonx, Newport, Mon, ilor Ne rt, Mon Pet 
Deo 16 Ord Dec 16 igi 


La Wonray, rage Edgbaston, begne ge School- 
Birmingham Pet Dec16 Ord Dec 16 

Laxwoop, Witui1am, Beckenham, Kent Croydon Pet Oct 
29 Ord Nov 29 

Masters, Mary Jaye. Manchester, Dressmaker Manches- 
ter Pet Dec 16 Ord Dec 16 

Moopy, Witrrep, Leeds, Milk Dealer Leeds Pet Dec 16 
Ord Dee 16 


asmease Aurrep, High Wycombe, Bucks, Boot Dealer 


y’ Pet Nov 27 Ord Dec 1 
Pearson, Jonx, Low nsforth, Yorks, Farmer York 
Pet Dec 15 Ord Dec 1 


Senaaee,S 5 H, , Stonebridge nd, South Tottenham Edmon- 
Roserts, VaLentine, Broseley, Salop, Innkeeper Madeley 
Pet Dec 16 Ord Dec 16 


Rosixsos, Joux, Darlington, Builder Stockton on Tees 
and Middlesborough Pet Dec 15 Ord Dec 15 
ane Ricuarp CHampers, late of — Horse 
Dealer Wakefield Pet Nov 30 Ord Dec 1 

Ruruvex, Taomas Groror, Milford a Fish Buyer 
Pem! e Dock Pet Dec16 Ord Dec 1 

Sapier, van, Epmaanin, Saf Salford, Glass Seuss Salford Pet 


on Grorce, Fitzhugh, co Southampton, Commission 
t Southampton Pet Dec 15 Ord Dec 15 
Suepnegp, Witi1am Txomas Garvan, Caistor, ee, Bill 
Gt Grimsby Pet Dec 17 Dec 1 
Suorsuitn, Benxsamry, p brighton, of no occupation Brigh- 
ton Pet Dec17 Ord 17 


Surrn, ae Doncaster, Horse Dealer Sheffield Pet 
Dec 16 Ord Dec 16 

Swrn, Joux, Fwy wen! Ly = ee * peecrerceed Not- 
tingham’ Pet 


Ord Dee 
Tuoxpsox, sean ~~ Liverpool, Miller Liverpool 
w mp dinag “re Ord Dec . H 
TLL1aMs, CALEB, ouse Kee Wor- 
cester Pet aia 

Wisner, 8 M, Seven Sister’s ty Stamford hill, Builder | 
PS oy nig ER ig | 
188, Jouw CHARLES, me ye Butcher Notting- | 
ham Pet Dec6é Ord Dec ot 

The following amended notice is ay og for that 
published in the London Gazette Dec. 16 :— | 


Waicotesworts, Frepenicx Srepues, Se 
Kidderminster Pet Dec13 Ord Dec 13 


RECEIVING ORDER RESCINDED. 


ey | Lyuy, Wandsworth, Surrey, Brewer High | 
Ord Nov 16 Rese Dec 14 


ORDER DISMISSING PETITION AND RESCINDING 
canara de ORDER. 
De enone, 9 





Adam’s ct, Merchants 
Sedy 90 °C Ord Aug 15 pMetehante, High 


FIRST MEETINGS. 


Axep, Wii1i1am, Macclesfield, Mineral Water ee 
turer Dec 29 at 12 Off Rec, 23, King Edward st 
Macclesfield 

Armitace, Epwarp, Stocksmoor, Yorks, Woollen Draper 
Dee 30at 3 Off Rec, 6, Queen st, Huddersfield 

Barratt. Harry, Northampton, Engineer Jan 2 at 1.15 
County Court pldgs, Northampton 

Barrow, Cuaries, Great Yarmouth, Commission Agent 
Dec 31 at 11.30 Off Rec, 8, King st, Norwich 

Biaxcuarp, Joux, St Leonard’s rd, Bromle by Bow, Con- 
fectioner Dec 28 at 11 Bankruptcy bldgs Carey st 

Boonye, Cuartes James, Walsall, of no occupation Jan 
12 at 11.30 Off Rec, Wal sal 

Borras, Tuomas, Craven st, Strand, Scrivener Dec 29 at 
12 Bankruptcy bldgs, Carey st 

Braprorp, Freperick, minster, Herefordshire, Saddler 
Dec 30 at 10.30 18, Corn sq, Leominster 

Bruce, Mary Layepoy, —— st, Milliner Dee 29 at 11 
Bankruptcy bldgs, nn by 

Busrie.p, + "naRD, Harmby, nr Leyburn, Yorks, Cattle 
Dealer Dec 30 at 11.30 Court house, Northallerton 

Cavusrpy, Tuomas, Lower Winchendon, Bucks, Carrier Dec 
30 at12 1, St Aldate’s, Oxford 

Cueisvte, Wiitiam, Friern rd, East Dulwich, formerly 
Watchmaker Dec 28at12 Bankruptcy blgs, Carey st 

Curt's, ALFrep, Cambridge mews, Albany st, Regent’s pk, 
late Jobmaster Dec 30 at 11 Bankruptcy blgs, Carey st 

Curtis, Josern, Bilston, Staffs, Baker Janiléati12 Off 
Rec, Wolverhampton 

Davis, Jou, Thornhill cres, Barnsbury, Commission Agent 
Dec 30 at 12 Bankruptcy bldgs, Carey st 

Epmonp, Joun Hernert Wii1iam, Pontardulais, Glam: 
late Brewer's Traveller Dec 28 at 12 Off Rec, 31, 
Alexandra rd, Swansea 

Epmonps, James Ropert, Falmouth, Baker Dec 29 at 
12.30 Off Rec, Boscawen st, Truro 

Gress, Tuomas, Gt Marlborough st, Licensed Victualler 
Dec 28 at 12 Bankruptcy b. , Carey st 

Gries, W. O., Montpelier st, Brompton, of no occupation 
Dec 29 at 1 Bankruptcy bldgs, Carey st 

Hopxiys, Epirn, St Stephen’s, New Brunswick, Canada, 
Photographer Dec 31 at 11 Off Rec, 13, Bedford 
circus, Exeter 

Hueues, Wiiiiam, Portmadoc, Carnarvonshire, Butcher 
Jan 12 at 11.45 PoliceCourt, Portmadoc 

Jouxson, Josern, Short Heath, nr Wolverhampton, Beer- 
house Keeper Jan 16 at 12.30 Off Rec, Wolverhamp- 


ton 

Joes, Wirtt1am, Hanley, Butcher Dec 29 at12 Off Rec, 
Newcastle under Lyme 

Lavis, Witt1am Henry, Nottingham, Stationer Dec 29 at 
12 Off Rec, St Peter’s Church walk, Nottingham 

Leg, aot, Gorleston, a, Sa Builder Dec 31 at 
11 Off Ree, 8, Ki 

LINKLATER, Henry, & ot A onball ty Shipbrokers Dec 
30 at 1 Bankruptey bl , Carey 

Lioyp, Epwarp, Bridgend, hitton, Hadnor, Wheelwright 
Dec 30 at 10.30 18, Corn sq, Leominste: 

Makrtiy, mea Ervest, Nottingham, ‘oui Dec 29 at 
11 Off Rec, St Peter’s Church walk, Nottingham 

Maw, Tuomas, North Shields, Cab Proprietor Dec 28 at 12 
Off Rec, Pink lane, Newcastle on Tyne 

Merryrietp, Wau Pang Waldershare, Kent, Farmer Jan 
6at10 Off Rec, 73, Castle et, Canterbury 

Mi.uer, Jostan, Kingsland rd, Shoreditch, Cabinet Maker 

ec 29 at 2.30 Bankruptcy bldgs, Carey st 

Senn. | Rosert Best, Kettering, Machinist Jan 2 at 12.30 
County Court bldgs, Northampton 

Mrrcnety., Cuarves, Frepericn Mircue tz, and Hezexian 
Mircuett, Silsden, Yorks, Wo ‘Coating Manu- 
— Dee 29 at 11 Of Rec, 31, Manor row, Brad- 


0 

Moors, Hersert Ervest, Beckenham, Kent Dec 29 at 
11.30 24, Railway app, London Bridge 

Parrrey, James, Swansea, Cycle Maker Dec 27 at2 Off 
Rec, 31, Alexandra rd, Swansea 

Pearson, Jouyx, Low Dunsforth, Yorks, Farmer Dec 29 at 
12.30 Off Rec, Yor! 

Pixper, Joun Wateun, West Hartlepool, General Draper 
Dec 28 at 3.30 Off Rec, 25, John st, Sunderland 

Rankin, Henry Groror, ‘and Ratex Rosinsox, Sunder- 
land, Tailors Dec 28 at 2.30 Off Rec, 25, John st, 
Sunderland 

Satter, Wiii1am, Tavistock, Devon, Butcher Dec 30 at 
3 10, Athenszeum trree, Plymouth 

SaRrrTer, J Ames, South Betwest, "tones, Builder Dec 29 
at 12.30 24, Railway ap; roach, London Bridge 

Scort, Joux, Ripon, Yorks, inter Dec 30 at 11.30 Off 
Ree, Court house, 

Sratpine, Mowracveg, Marylebone lane Dee 30 at 11 
Bankruptcy bldgs, Carey st 

Srocx, Cuargites Joux, Ramsgate, Provision Dealer Dec 
31 at 11.15 Room 53, Bankruptcy bldgs, Carey st, 
Lincoln’s inn 

Tantrum, Joux, Bucknell, Salop, Farm Labourer Dec 30 
at 10.30 18, Corn sq, Leominster 

Tuomas, Davin, Licinan, Llandyssul, Cardiganshire, 
Daeg Jan 7 at 2,30 Off Rec, 11, Quay st, Carmar- 

en 

Tuomassin, CLEMENT Dave, Southampton row, Blooms- 
bury, Portmanteau Manufacturer Dec 30 at 2.30 
Bankruptcy bldgs, 


‘Caeay st 
| Wesrercaarp, lens Curistian, Newcastle on e, Im- 
mgd Dec 28 at 11.30 Off Rec, Pink lane, Newcastle 
on Tyne 
Wittirams, Eowarp, Presteigne, Radnor, Haulier Dec 30 
at 10.30 18, Corn sq, Leominster 


ADJUDICATIONS. 


Barrie, Frep, Leeds, Pork Butcher Leeds Pet Dec 15 
Ord Dee 15 

Biruives, Frepericx, St Mary Cray, Kent, Architect 
Croydon Pet Oct5 Ord Dec 16 

Boorn, pamat, Romford, fang Builder Chelmsford 
Pet Dec 14 Ord Dec 15 





Borty, Wii1am Powe, Yonge ss, Holloway, 
Hosier High Court Bet Dee 16 Dec 16 

Bowes, Georor, Gt Barugh, Yorks, Tailor Scarbo 
Pet Dec 16 Ord Dec 16 

Brown, Isapetia, South " nyiton, nr Sunderland, Rivet 
Manufacturer Sunderland Pet Novis Ord Dec 15 

Browne, Esenezer Caances, Walton on the Naze, Essex, 
Actuary Colchester Pet t14 Ord Dev 16 

Bywater, Jouy, Nottingham, Nottingham Pet 
Dec 15 Ord Dee 15 


Cavussy, Tuomas, Lower had wg Bucks, Carrier 
Aylesbury Pet Dec9 Ord Dec 

Cuampers, ALrrep, Reading, Shoeing ‘Smith Reading Pet 
Dec 2 Ord Dec17 

Cuapman, Cuaries, Puckeridge, Herts, Brewer Hertford 
Pet Oct 29 Ord Dec 8 

Coes, WiL.taM, ee Builder Winchester Pet 
Nov 25 Ord Dee 1 

Coster, James. Tnetbourne, Builder Eastbourne Pet 

Nov 30 Ord Dec 8 

Curtis, Josep, ——, Staffs, Baker Wolverhampton 
Pet Dec? Ord Dee 1 

Evans, CHARLES new sae Cheshunt, Herts, Fruit Grower 
Edmonton Pet Novis Ord Dec 15 

Fiytay, Witt1am Parton, Jackson’s bldgs, Peenseey Park, 
Builder High Court Pet Dec8 Ord Decl 

Geper, Marx Wootstoy, Southtown next Sos Yar- 
mouth, Carter Great Yarmouth Pet Dec 15 Ord 


Dec 15 
Giapwisn, James, Croydon, Sove, Grocer’s Assistant 
Croydon Pet Dec13 Ord Dec 1 
Grirritas, Grorer, a. “Glam, Builder Ponty- 
pridd Pet Dec 14° Ord Dec 1 
Mate, FREDERICK, esha. Cuapenter Norwich Pet Dec 
Ord Dec 16 


Saveam ARCHER Samuzt, Walton on the Naze, poe 
Wine Agent High Court Pet Dec16 Ord Dec 1 

Homes, eons Campsett, Change alley, cat O 

Court Pet Dec15 Ord Dec17 

Hueugs, me Solihull, Warwickshire, Builder Bir- 
mingham Pet Dec 10 Ord Dec 15 

Hurcuinson, Israzy, Bishop Auckland, Miner Durham 
Pet Decis Ord Dec 15 


James, Partie Rosin, Cardiff, Faectnal Agent Ponty- 
pridd Pet Dec 14 Ord Dec 1 

Jenkins, Henry Drx, Cambridge rd, Sea, Gent 
Ki nm, Surrey Pet Aug9 Ord Dec 1 

Jouyxs, WiILuiam, Tonypandy, Glam, oan Pontypridd 
Pet Dec 13 Ord Dec 1 

Layouey, WILuamM tol laouged, Insurance Clerk 
Liverpool Pet Dec2 Ord Dec 17 

Maaas, Jans, Stamford hill, Widow Edmonton Pet Oct 
28 Ord Dec 13 


Maw, Tuomas, North Shields, Cab Proprietor Newcastle 
on Tyne Pet Dec1 Ord Dec 14 

Mepp, Gzorcz Tate, Whitchurch, = “ry in Holy 
Orders Aylesbury Pet Nov 16 Ord Dec 

Moopy, Wiirrep, Leeds, Milk Dealer Leeds Pet Dec 16 
Ord Dee 16 


Parrerson, Saran Hanyan, Croydon, Surrey, =| 
arehouseman Croydon Pet Dec 9 Ord 


15 

Pearson, Jonx, Low Dunsforth, Yorks, Farmer York 
Pet Dec 15 Ord Dec 15 

Pincnarp, Witu1am Ayrton pm Ba 
Solicitor Dewsbury Pet Dec9 Ord D 

Riwineton, Joan, Pickworth, Lines, Adel Farmer 
Nottingham Pet Dec 14 Ord D e14 

Roverts, VALENTINE, B 


y. Salop, Innkeep Made- 

ley Pet Dec 15 on De 

er B yer Darlington, Builder Stockton on Tees 
and Middlesborough Pet Dec15 O:d Dec 15 

SHEPHERD, bape Homas GaRgLanp, Caistor, Lincs, Bill 
Poster Gt Grimsby Pet Dec 16 Ord Dec 17 

Smirn, CHarugs, > Horse Dealer sheffield Pet 
Dec 16 Ord Dec 1 

Surru, Jonny, Mansfield » Notts, Boot Manufacturer Not- 
tingham Pet Dec 16 Ord Dec 16 

Szaty, Groror, Fitzhugh, EY > Mr a ene 
Agent Southampton Pet Dec15 Ord Dec 

WesTenGaarp, Jens Curistiay, Newcastle on Tyne, Im- 
po Newcastle on Tyne Pet Dec6 Ord Decl 

Wituiams, Cates, Malvern, — house Keeper Wor 
cester Pet Dec17 Ord Dec 1 


The following amended notice A substituted for that 
published in the London Gazette, Dec. 16 :— 


Epmuonps, James Rosert, Falmouth, Baker Truro Pet 
Dec 12 Ord Dec 13 





All letters intended for publication in the 
“ Solicitors’ Journal” must be authenticated 
by the name of the writer. 





Where difficulty is experienced in procuring the 
Journal with regularity, it is requested that 
application be made direct to the Publisher. 


Subscription, PAYABLE IN ADVANCE, which in- 
cludes Indexes, Digests, Statutes, Double Num- 
bers, and Postage, 52s. WEEKLY REPORTER, 
in wrapper, 52s. SoLicrrors’ JouRNAL, 
266. Od. ; by Post, 28s. Od. Volumes bound 
at the offce—cloth, 2s. 9d., half law calf, 
5s. 6d. 





Sir- 


14m 


the 
that 





